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We evolve, beyond the person that we were a minute before. Little by little, we advance
with each turn. That's how a drill works!
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION, DEFINITIONS, & LITERATURE REVIEW
Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to briefly introduce the topic of this study, define key terms,
present a review of relevant research, propose an integrative model built upon said research,
propose tests (i.e., hypotheses) of the integrative model, report and discuss results of analyses of
archival data to guide the present study, and lastly propose additional exploratory analyses to test
various aspects of the proposed integrative theoretical framework of nonparent work experiences.
Why Seek Greater Understanding of the Nonparent Workforce?
Why study the experiences of nonparent workers? In short, nonparents comprise a large
proportion of the workforce, are understudied as a population within the workforce, and what
limited research exists regarding nonparent workers suggest that their work experiences are related
to important worker/organizational outcomes. Although these concepts are explored in greater
detail in this manuscript, here I outline three core reasons that targeted research regarding
nonparent work experiences and outcomes is needed.
Nonparents comprise a sizable percentage of the workforce. About 41 percent of workers
between the ages of 20 and 54 have one or more children at home, thus, by extension, about 59
percent of U.S. workers between ages 20 and 54 do not have one or more children they care for at
home (Van Dam, 2019). Livingston and Cohen (2010) reported that around 1 in 5 women in the
United States will never have a child during their lifetime. Thus, the percentage of the workforce
that is comprised of nonparents is likely within the range of 20 to 60 percent, with roughly 20
percent of said workforce being without children in perpetuity. Additionally, given the interplay
of parental status, age, and years in the workforce, it should be noted that younger, more junior,
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workers are less likely to have children while older, more senior workers can be expected to be
more likely to care for children (Quoctrung & Miller, 2018).
Despite comprising a majority of the U.S. workforce, a majority of the research around
areas such as work-life balance and organizational justice has focused on the experiences of parents
in cases where parental status is a focal element (i.e., study variable) in the research. Given the
relative lack of research regarding nonparent work experiences, researchers have recently called
for increased focus on the work experiences of nonparents. For example, Brummelhuis and Van
Der Lippe (2010) called for research regarding support resources at work for workers of all
household structures, include work-life balance among nonparents. Lastly, existing research
regarding nonparent work experiences has generally found that nonparent work experiences are
related to important outcomes. For example, Swanberg and colleagues found that nonparents
reported more difficulty requesting time-off from work compared to their parent colleagues (2005).
The aforementioned research as well as additional existing research regarding nonparent work
experiences is explored throughout this manuscript.
Toward an Integrative Understanding of Nonparent Workplace Experiences: Brief
Overview of Aims of Present Study
The present study seeks to contribute to research by elucidating multiple aspects of
nonparent work experiences. The present study does so under guidance from existing research,
and in doing so seeks to integrate existing theory and empirical evidence regarding nonparent work
experiences, along with empirical data from the present study, to evaluate support for (or lack
thereof) of an integrative theoretical framework of nonparent work experiences.
First, the present study entails anticipated relationships between nonparent-friendly
organizational climate (NPFC) and important outcomes among nonparent workers. Second, the
present study explores the role of social-identity theory in understanding nonparent work
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experiences by examining and comparing the function (i.e., moderation effect sizes) of parental
role values and parental expectations (i.e., childfree status) on relationships between NPFC and
outcomes including affective commitment. Third, the present study will compare the relevance of
NPFC and singles-friendly culture in the prediction of outcomes among nonparent workers. Lastly,
the present study will examine the potential role of intersectionality of nonparental role and gender
in anticipated relationships between NPFC and outcomes among nonparents. In the process, the
present study replicates and expands on past research aimed at elucidating the nuances of what it
means to be a nonparent at work.
Before Continuing: Definition of Key Terms
Before continuing, it is important to define a set of key terms that will be used throughout
the remainder of this manuscript. Key terms are defined with justifications for each definition
guided by past research regarding nonparents and childfree individuals. Of notable importance to
understanding these terms within the context of this manuscript is the fact that many key terms
within this paper have different meanings across contexts (e.g., academic versus applied, discipline
specific). In order to avoid confounds common throughout the childless and childfree research
literature, here I describe operational definitions for key terms so that a clear understanding of this
study’s key variables is possible. Specifically, past research regarding the childless and childfree
has often failed to either control for, sample, and/or measure key subpopulations within the
nonparent population due in large part to messy and/or inaccurate definitions and subsequent
operationalizations for different groups within the nonparent population (Christian Agrillo &
Nelini, 2008).
Definition of Nonparent
The first key term defined is nonparent. Nonparent refers to all individuals who have no
children (Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). The present study uses this term to refer to the
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total population of individuals without children. That being said, although the present study uses
this term to refer to all individuals without children, the present study does not sample all possible
nonparent subpopulations. Importantly, it should be noted that when the present study uses the
term nonparent, it is implied that I am describing all nonparent individuals within the specific
subpopulation of interest to the present study. Specifically, within the nonparent population, the
present study is interested in two subpopulations, the voluntarily childless and the childfree.
Definition of Childless
In everyday life, the term childless is generally used to refer to all individuals who have no
children (either biological or adopted). At the same time, there are notable distinctions to be made
within the childless population (Miner, Pesonen, Smittick, Seigel, & Clark, 2014; Szinovacz,
DeViney, & Davey, 2001; Wood & Newton, 2006).
The first notable distinction is between those who are expecting children (e.g., are
pregnant) and those not expecting children. For the purposes of the present study, I will explicitly
sample only those nonparent individuals who are not expecting children. This choice was made
based upon past research suggesting that parental role values are linked closely to whether one is
not expecting children, expecting children, or the current parent of one or more children. For
example, Amatea and colleagues (1986) reported that undergraduates reported notably lower
parental role value than parents.
A second distinction is between those who are voluntarily childless (e.g., have decided not
to have children at the time of measurement) and those who are involuntarily childless (e.g., those
who would like to have children but, for example, are infertile). Given that a core tenet of childfree
(defined in greater detail below) group membership is the explicit, voluntary decision to
perpetually forgo parenthood, I will only sample nonparent individuals who are not involuntarily
childless (e.g., infertile). This approach addresses a common error within the childfree and
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childless research in which researchers do not distinguish between those who are voluntarily
childless and those who are involuntarily childless (Blackstone & Stewart, 2012; Shapiro, 2014).
A third distinction is between those who have had children but do not care for them in any
capacity as of time of measurement (e.g., empty-nesters) versus those who have never had children
at any point of time in their lifetime. As discussed prior, the percentage of the U.S. workforce
which has never had children is likely between 20 percent and 59 percent (Livingston & Cohn,
2010; Van Dam, 2019). Given the prior stated past finding that individuals who have entered the
role of parenthood display different levels of parental role value than those who have not, only
those who have never had children will be considered nonparents for the purpose of the present
study.
By operationalizing the term childless to refer to those who A) have no children, B) are not
expecting children, C) are voluntarily childless, and D) have never had one or more children in
their lifetime, I will avoid confounds commonly committed in the past, thus making results of the
present study clearer to interpret and replicate for future researchers (Blackstone & Stewart, 2012;
Harrington, 2019; Shapiro, 2014). Although all such individuals may also be accurately described
as voluntarily childless, for brevity, I will use the term childless throughout this manuscript to
describe this subpopulation.
Definition of Childfree
Lastly, within the present study, childfree will be used to describe the subpopulation of
nonparent individuals who meet the aforementioned criteria for inclusion in the childless category,
and explicitly note that they have made the decision to forgo parenthood in perpetuity. Thus, the
key factor then which distinguishes childfree individuals from childless individuals is that
childfree individuals have made the explicit decision to forgo parenthood in perpetuity (Blackstone
& Stewart, 2012; Shapiro, 2014). In contrast, childless individuals have not made said decision.
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This definition is widely accepted within the childfree research literature, and given my
aforementioned focus on voluntary childlessness, I have avoided a common confound in which
childfree researchers include involuntarily childless individuals in their study without controlling
for, screening out, or measuring the impact of, this distinction. This is a notable confound to avoid
given that a core element of childfree’s widely accepted definition is the choice to forgo
parenthood. In other words, those who are involuntarily childless, regardless of their interest in
parenthood, do not have the choice to forgo parenthood (Agrillo & Nelini, 2008; Blackstone &
Stewart, 2012).
Multiple measurements exist to elucidate the percentage of the United States is childfree.
Livingston and Cohen (2010) reported that 1 in 5 women in the United States will never have a
child during their lifetime compared to 1970, when 1 out of 10 women were reported to have never
had children. The National Survey of Family Growth published by the Centers for Disease Control
reported that 6% of childless women in the United States between the ages of 15 and 44 were
childfree. Past National Survey of Family Growths published by the Centers for Disease Control
reported similar findings (Harrington, 2019; Martinez, Daniels, & Chandra, 2012).
Importantly, while the definition of childfree implies an explicit decision to forgo
parenthood, the definition of childless does not imply a decision regarding parenthood in either
direction (i.e., whether or not to have children). In other words, childless individuals vary in their
expectation of whether or not they will (or would like to) parent children in their lifetime (Amatea
et al., 1986). This idea is explored in greater detail later within this manuscript within the context
of a discussion and measurement strategy for parental role expectations among nonparents.
In Summary: Definitions of Nonparents, Childless, and Childfree Individuals
The present study is focused entirely on those who fit the above definition of nonparent.
Thus, the term nonparent can be used within this manuscript to denote all individuals of interest.
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This paper’s focus (and by extension sample) is further comprised of childless and childfree
subpopulations of the broader nonparent population. Notably, the childless subpopulation can be
understood to contain both those planning for, and those simply open to the idea of, parenthood
(Amatea et al., 1986). The present study will explicitly measure and investigate the workplace
relevance of this distinction within the childless subpopulation. This distinction is described in
greater detail later in the manuscript. See Figure 1 for a visual depiction of the present study’s
definitions of nonparent, childless, and childfree.
A Literature Review: Childless & Childfree Work Experiences, Perceptions, & Stereotypes
With the general aims of the study introduced as well as key terms defined, I now proceed
with a review of the research literature around childless and childfree workplace experiences.
Throughout this review I review general and work domain research regarding nonparents,
sequentially introduce theories to elucidate said research, and lastly construct a polytheoretical
framework to be tested/examined through a set of hypotheses and exploratory analyses of interest
to the present study.
General-Domain Research Regarding Childfree Experiences & Stereotypes
Polit (1978) reported that participants generally rated voluntarily childless individuals as
less socially desirable, less well-adjusted, and less nurturing than those with children. Further, Polit
noted that number of children among participants was negatively correlated with the extent to
which childfree targets were rated as socially desirable. Similarly, Callan (1983) reported that
female participants with children considered voluntarily childless people “materialistic,”
“nonconforming,” and “self-fulfilled.” In contrast, mothers described parents as “loving,” hardworking,” and “conventional.” Interestingly, voluntarily childless participants were notably more
likely to assign descriptors like “intelligent” and “independent” to voluntarily childless
individuals.
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More recently, Ashburn-Nardo (2017) reported that an undergraduate sample of
participants perceived childfree targets (both male and female) less favorably than other targets
(e.g., parents) due to their perceived violation of social norms (i.e., parenthood). Ashburn-Nardo
(2017) posited that this finding may be understood using backlash theory as a framework. Backlash
theory is an extension of social identity theory in which stereotypes are understood as injunctive
norms. Said injunctive norms serve to guide individual’s evaluations of the relative righteousness
or wrongness of an individual as a function of the extent to which that individual lives up to said
norms (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1990). Ashburn-Nardo suggests that childfree individuals face
backlash for violating the norm of parenthood. This finding is reflected in a work-domain specific
finding of Lutz and colleagues (2017) in which childfree individuals noted that coworkers
pressured them to have children (i.e., pressured them to meet the injunctive norm of parenthood).
Additionally, Ashburn-Nardo’s use of backlash theory as a framework for the aforementioned
findings elucidates a recurrent, core finding within the literature regarding nonparents and
childfree individuals (both within the general and work domains). Specifically, Ashburn-Nardo
(2017) noted that the violation of the injunctive norm of parenthood by women is faced with more
intense backlash than said violations committed by men. They posit, in line with other research,
that women forgoing parenthood is discordant with stereotype-derived injunctive norms for
women, specifically, that they behave in a communal and nurturing manner (Rudman & Glick,
2001).
Nonparent Work Experiences: Nonparent-Friendly Organizational Climate (NPFC)
Nonparent-friendly organizational climate NPFC is defined as “the shared perceptions
regarding the extent to which an organization supports integration of work and non-work for
nonparent employees, and the degree to which fairness is perceived in the support an organization
provides for nonparent employees” (Lutz, 2017; Lutz, Reich, & Baltes, 2018). NPFC is comprised
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of 4 conceptual dimensions, fair access top employee benefits, respect for non-work roles, fair
work opportunities and expectations, and social inclusion (Lutz, 2018). NPFC provides the present
study a framework for understanding nonparent relevant aspects of the organizational climate (i.e.,
it provides a view into nonparent work experiences). Given the present study’s use of this measure
of NPFC as a focal variable within its proposed model for this exact purpose, this section of the
literature review is structured using the dimensions of NPFC as a framework.
NPFC Dimension: Social Inclusion
Social inclusion is defined as “the degree to which there are equitable social expectations
and opportunities for employees without children” (Lutz et al., 2018). Social inclusion captures
elements of organizational climate around social activities (e.g., off-site events, parties, etc.) as
they relate to employee parental status. For example, in organizations low in social inclusion,
nonparent employees may perceive that a disproportionate and/or unfair proportion of social
events are geared toward those who are parents and/or identify with parenthood. An example item
from Lutz and colleagues’ measure of NPFC (2018) is “People consider the preferences of
childless employees when planning social events.”
Research on nonparent employees’ work experiences indicates that nonparent employee
face social exclusion in the workplace in relation to their parental status. Polit (1978) reported that
individuals generally expressed more interest in spending time with others who either have or
intend to have children compared to those who do not. Callan (1983) examined the labels that
individuals assign to targets of varying parental status. Callan reported that nonparent females
tended to be labelled with colder language compared to parent females.
NPFC Dimension: Fair Access to Employee Benefits
Fair access to employee benefits is defined as “the degree to which nonparent employees
are given equitable access to benefits by their organization” (Lutz et al., 2018). This dimension
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builds upon research indicating that family-related needs are often given preference by
organizations when determining organizational benefits such as time-off, health-care, and
developmental opportunities (Grandey, 2001). Kirby and Krone (2002) reported that some
nonparent workers perceived the organizational benefits offered by employer to be unjust.
Similarly, Rothhausen and colleagues (1998) reported that nonparent workers had the least positive
reactions to the provision of onsite childcare by their employer compared to parent employees.
These findings may be partially explained by self-serving bias, such that nonparent employees
may view as unfair the presence of benefits that they cannot reap the benefits of (Grover, 1991;
Kirby & Krone, 2002).
NPFC Dimension: Respect for Non-Work Roles
Respect for non-work roles is defined as “the degree to which the non-work roles of
nonparents employees are respected” (Lutz, 2017). This dimension builds upon/captures past
research on nonparents in the workplace which has found that nonparent employees often perceive
that their organization provides official and/or de facto preference/respect for the non-work roles
of parents. For example, Swanberg and colleagues found that nonparents reported more difficulty
requesting time-off from work compared to their parent colleagues (2005).
A large body of research has found that conflict between work and personal lives leads to
deleterious outcomes for employees. Much of this research is built upon the conservation of
resources theory, which is explored in greater detail later in this manuscript, as it serves as a core
element of this study’s proposed theoretical framework. In short, under conservation of resources
theory, individuals strive to preserve and gain resources in the workplace. Resource gain and
prevention of loss (i.e., buffering) have been observed to predict positive outcomes (e.g., affective
commitment), while resource loss has been associated with deleterious outcomes (e.g., burnout)
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for workers (Ganster & Rosen, 2013; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson,
Clark, & Baltes, 2011; Thomas & Ganster, 1995).
Much of the body of research around work-related interrole conflict has focused on
interrole conflict of employees with children, in particular, work interference with family (Casper,
Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007). Casper and colleagues (2007) reported that about
77% of work-family conflict studies have focused on the experiences of parents in the workplace.
This is concerning, given that what research that does exist regarding interrole conflict among
nonparent workers has found that nonparents perceive and/or experience interrole conflict and that
their experiences with said conflict, at least in some cases, is of a unique quality as a function of
the parental status. As previously mentioned, Swanberg and colleagues found that nonparents
reported more difficulty requesting time-off from work compared to their parent colleagues (2005).
Lutz and colleagues (2017) conducted a content analysis of childfree workers’ online comments
about their experiences at work. One of the themes reported by Lutz and colleagues (2017) falls in
line with the NPFC dimension of respect for non-work roles (and said theme was ascribed the
name respect for non-work roles accordingly). An example verbatim comment from Lutz and
colleagues 2017 content analysis is,
“…to think just because I don't have children I want to work every night! That was
basically what was said to me by my shift manager! Yes, I don't have children, however I
have a partner who I love, I have pets, I'm an amateur photographer, I'm a gamer, I have a
project car, I also study part time...so yeah I do have a life. I have a girlfriend going to bed
alone, dogs who [are] missing there morning walks, me who's living on coffee and little
sleep! My whole life has been upended because of a… child and it's not even mine!”
This qualitative example and associated theme from Lutz and colleagues (2017) elucidate
the notion that nonparent employees experience conflict between their work and personal lives,
possibly as a function of the extent to which they experience respect for their non-work roles. In
particular, it suggests that nonparent workers both A) hold non-work roles that need
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accommodation and/or support, and B) that nonparent employees may perceive their personal nonwork roles as equally important to the non-work roles of their parent colleagues.
NPFC Dimension: Fair Work Opportunities & Expectations
Fair work opportunities and expectations is defined as the degree to which similar
opportunities (e.g., promotions) and expectations (e.g., hours worked) are provided to nonparent
employees compared to parent employees.
Notably, I have defined this dimension in line with Lutz and colleagues’ (2018) revision
of Lutz’ (2017) measure of NPFC in which analyses (described in greater detail elsewhere in this
manuscript) led researchers to infer that the dimensions “fair work opportunities” and “fair work
expectations” were both conceptually and statistically (i.e., highly intercorrelated) overlapping.
Specifically, opportunities and expectations reflect two sides of the same continuum for nonparent
employees. On one end of the conceptual continuum, work opportunities such as promotions are
developmental assignments that reflect resources provided to the benefit of employees. On the
other end of the conceptual continuum are expectations such as number of assigned hours and
requirement to work during holidays, which reflect a loss of resources (e.g., time) for employees.
As is discussed in greater detail later in this manuscript, the conceptual ends of this dimension’s
continuum are reflective of the conservation of resources theory under which resource gain (e.g.,
opportunities) generally lead to positive worker outcomes and resources drains (e.g., expectations)
generally lead to negative worker outcomes (Ganster & Rosen, 2013; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;
Michel et al., 2011; Thomas & Ganster, 1995).
Research suggests the presence of a “fatherhood premium” in which male parents tend to
receive greater financial compensation compared to nonparent males. (Correll & Benard, 2007).
Additionally, Kirby and Krone (2002) reported that nonparents conduct more work-related travel

13
than do parents. Similarly, Casper and colleagues (2003) noted that nonparent employees report
that they are often expected to take-on hours that their parent colleagues have taken-off (for familyrelated reasons).
Nonparent Perceptions of Organizational Justice
Past research suggests that a worker’s social identity as a nonparent and/or childfree
individual serves as a lens through which they perceive the level of organizational justice exhibited
by the parental-status relevant elements of their organization (e.g., benefits, climate, culture). For
example, Rothausen and colleagues (1998) reported that nonparent employees may perceive
unfairness in employment benefits that they believe they will never use such as new parent leave
or onsite childcare. Young (1999) suggested, based upon a qualitative analysis of nonparent work
experiences examined through the lens of organizational justice theory (Colquitt, 2001), that
nonparent workers may exhibit negative reactions to workplace policies that they perceive to be
unfair.
Equity, rather than equality, should serve as the primary lens through which nonparent
employees perceive the nonparent-friendliness of their organization (Young, 1999). Equality
entails the equal distribution of resources, demands, practices, and more across employees
regardless of their household structure. In contrast, equity denotes the fair (yet not inherently
equal) distribution of resource across employees of varying household structures. For example,
equal distribution of onsite childcare is likely irrelevant, or are at the very least less salient, to those
employees who have no children.
Lutz (2017) expanded upon Young’s findings regarding equity (1999) in his development
of a measure of nonparent-friendly work climate. Lutz’ measure of nonparent-friendly climate
(used within the present study) includes four dimensions, of which two dimensions were
conceptualized in line with a focus on equity under organizational justice theory. Specifically, the
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dimensions fair access to employee benefits and fair work opportunities and expectations were
defined in line with Young’s (1999), Rothausen’s and colleagues’ (1998), and Casper and
colleagues’ (2007) past research indicating that nonparent employees use equity as a lens through
which they evaluate organizational justice. Fair access to employee benefits captures the extent to
which employees perceive that their organizations’ benefits are distributed and structured fairly
for nonparent employees. Fair work opportunities and expectations captures the extent to which
employees perceive that the organization equitably distributes resources (i.e., provides
opportunities such as promotions) and demands resources (i.e., distributes workloads and
schedules).
Research indicates that male workers with children see a boost in their pay compared to
nonparent men due to the breadwinner stereotype under which fathers are expected to work harder
to provide for their family. The story is more complicated for women in the workplace. Research
indicates that women with children are paid and promoted less than nonparent female workers due
primarily to the reverse end of the breadwinner stereotype. Specifically, mothers are stereotyped
with the expectation that the will be distracted from work by their family (Bear, Cushenbery,
London, & Sherman, 2016; Morgan, Walker, Hebl, & King, 2013). At the same time,
organizational research (particularly research around female leadership) indicates that women face
workplace stereotyping and discrimination tied to their parental status regardless of whether they
have children (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Johnson et al., 2008). Specifically, research indicates that
women with children face the negative aspect of the breadwinner stereotype described prior, while
nonparent women face discrimination due to their perceived failure to meet social role norms for
women by not having children. Thus, in short, although women face discrimination regarding
whatever their parental status may be, said discrimination generally varies in its underpinning
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stereotype and expression. This reflects one aspect of the labyrinth through which both parent and
nonparent women navigate their path through organizations as they experience the impacts of the
aforementioned stereotypes (Kark & Eagly, 2010).
A Side-Note: Lutz & Colleagues’ 2018 Revision of NPFC
Note that Lutz and colleagues (2018) used the same data as Lutz (2017) to revise the
measure of NPFC into a more parsimonious and conceptually-sound structure. While Lutz’ (2017)
initial measure contained five dimensions, Lutz and colleagues (2018) reduced NPFC down to four
dimensions by combining two dimensions from Lutz (2017).
Specifically, Lutz and colleagues (2018) performed an Exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
and an iterative item deletion guided by multiple criteria. Lutz and colleagues (2018), in line with
Lutz’ (2017) prior analysis, initially sought five factors using oblique rotation. Throughout the
iterative process of item deletion, they consulted scree plots, eigenvalues, inter-item correlations,
and changes in the alpha values on each subscale after individual item deletion. Through this
iterative process, 32 out of the initial 62 items were retained. Lutz and colleagues (2018) noted
that two dimensions, fair work expectations and fair work opportunities, were highly correlated (r
= .81) and decided that they should instead considered a single factor. Further iterative item
deletion was then conducted to (a) combine the two factors, and (b) to shorten the length of the
scale. The final scale was composed of four factors and 15 total items, with each factor showing
sufficient reliability and factor loadings. Factor scores were then calculated to test subsequent
hypotheses. See Table 1 for all items from Lutz and colleagues’ (2018) revision of Lutz’ (2017)
measure of NPFC. See Table 11 for all factor loadings from Lutz & colleagues’ (2018) revision of
the NPFC measure. See Table 10 for a correlation matrix with all variables from Lutz &
colleagues’ (2018) revision of the NPFC measure, including means, SDs, and reliability
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coefficients. See Table 11 for multiple regression analyses from Lutz & colleagues’ (2018)
analysis of the data from Lutz (2017), in each of which the four dimensions of NPFC predict one
outcome among childless workers.
Lutz and colleagues’ (2018) finding that fair work expectations and fair work opportunities
should be combined into a single factor is theoretically sound given that both work expectations
(i.e., demands) and opportunities (i.e., resources) fit within the conservation of resources model of
work stress (Hobfoll, 1989). In other words, it is logical to infer that unfair work expectations for
childless employees may drain these employees of resources. Similarly, it is logical to infer that
the provision of opportunities to childless employees may serve to bolster the workers’ resources
and/or buffer against loss of resources for childless workers. Lutz and colleagues (2018) renamed
this factor “work opportunities & expectations.” Given this, the present study uses Lutz and
colleagues’ (2018) four-dimensional model of NPFC.
Connecting Qualitative Themes to Quantitative Findings: Elucidating Nonparent &
Childfree Work Experiences
Lutz and colleagues (2017) conducted a content analysis of blog posts made by childfree
individuals. Specifically, Lutz and colleagues (2017) analyzed work-related public blog posts by
childfree workers for inductive themes, identifying 5 themes. The qualitative themes reported by
Lutz and colleagues (2017) were largely reflective of the dimensions of NPFC (Lutz et al., 2018),
and by extension reflect of the themes of singles-friendly culture developed prior by Casper and
colleagues (2007). Here I review said themes and connect them to both NPFC as well as findings
regarding nonparent experiences and perceptions in the research literature. In doing so, qualitative
findings are leveraged to provide insight into quantitative research (Johnson & Joshi, 2016) . This
connection thus provides an additional lens (Bachiochi & Weiner, 2008) though which to interpret
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research findings cited throughout this manuscript, providing further guidance to the subsequent
construction of an integrative polytheoretical model of nonparent work experiences.
Qualitative Theme One: Inadequate Respect for Non-Work Roles and/or Time
Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) first theme, inadequate respect for non-work roles and/or time,
captured posts in which “…a childfree individual is made to take on extra work (e.g., pick up a
shift) for sake of parents...” This theme is reflective of the NPFC dimension Fair Work
Opportunities & Expectations. Casper and Swanberg (2009) similarly reported that nonparent
single workers were concerned that they were responsible for a disproportionate percentage of the
workload in comparison with their parent colleagues.
Qualitative Theme Two: Negative Experience Involving an Actual Child and/or Parent
Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) second theme, negative experience involving an actual child
and/or parent, captured posts in which “…a child is perceived as disruptive or otherwise annoying,
or in which a parent is perceived as disruptive or rude as an extension of their role as parent.” This
theme is not reflective of any of the dimensions of NPFC.
Qualitative Theme Three: Pressure to Have Children
Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) third theme, pressure to have children, captured posts in which
“…a childfree individual is pressured by someone to have children.” This theme is reflective of
the NPFC dimension Respect for Non-Work Roles. This theme is also reflective of recurrent
research findings under which nonparent individuals face backlash due to their breaking of the
social role of parenthood (especially for female nonparents). In particular, female employees have
been found to face backlash for their decision to not parent (Miner et al., 2014). Miner and
colleagues (2014) reported that childless women at work were the most negatively affected by
incivility at work.
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Qualitative Theme Four: Interpersonal Mistreatment and/or Stigmatization
Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) fourth theme, interpersonal mistreatment and/or
stigmatization, captured posts in which “…a childfree individual perceives disrespect toward their
character or lifestyle, especially when that disrespect is related to parental status. Includes
instances in which a childfree individual feels a need to hide their childfree status, feels discomfort
discussing matter relating to parenthood, or feels like an outsider due to their childfree status.”
This theme is reflective of the NPFC dimension Respect for Non-Work Roles. This theme is also
reflected in recurrent findings in the literature under which childless and childfree individuals
(especially female individuals) are mistreated as a function of stereotypes relating to their
nonparent identity (Callan, 1983; Jamison, Franzini, & Kaplan, 1979). In particular, this dimension
reflects the interpersonal discrimination dimension proposed by Hebl et al. (2002).
Qualitative Theme Five: Positive Childfree Experience
Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) fifth and final theme, positive childfree experience, captured
posts in which “…a childfree individual reports a positive work-related experience, especially
when that experience is in some way tied to childfree status, childlessness, or parenthood.” This
theme is reflective of multiple dimensions of NPFC, as this theme primarily captured instances in
which nonparents felt respected and/or supported in the workplace. This theme also provides
qualitative evidence in favor of Brummelhuis and Van Der Lippe’s (2010) argument that support
for employees of all household structures is necessary in attending to the wellbeing (e.g. work-life
balance) of employees. Casper and DePaulo (2012) similarly posited the importance of supervisor
support “…regardless of marital, relationship, or parental status.”
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Summary of the Linkage Between Qualitative and Quantitative Findings Regarding Nonparent
and Childfree Work Experiences
In summary, the qualitative themes from Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) investigation of
childfree work experiences further suggest that the present study’s application of NPFC to an
understanding of childfree employee work experiences is sound. Specifically, the conceptual
elements of Lutz and colleagues’ (2017) themes that overlap with NPFC dimension definitions
capture aspects of support for childfree individuals, stigmatization of (or lack thereof) childfree
individuals, and general perceptions/treatment of childfree individuals. In other words, these
qualitative findings provide a window into the quantitative findings reflected in the research
regarding nonparent experiences and identities synthesized within this manuscript.
The recurrent findings of aforementioned research (e.g., Brummelhuis & Van Der Lippe,
2010; Casper, Weltman, et al., 2007; Kugelberg, 2006; Lutz et al., 2017, 2018) suggest that
nonparent workers (including childfree workers) face characteristically unique experiences as a
function of their parental-status/values. Specifically, the literature suggests that nonparent
identities intersect with work experiences through stigmatization (e.g., respect for non-work roles),
work expectations/opportunities, social inclusion, and access to employee benefits.
Next, I sequentially introduce a polytheoretical model for understanding nonparent work
experiences. This model serves to tie together the aforementioned research regarding nonparent
work experiences synthesized in the preceding literature review.
Toward an Integrative Understanding of Nonparent Workplace Experiences: Proposed
Polytheoretical Model
Social Identity Theory
A social identity is one’s perception and/or knowledge that one belongs to a social group
or category. Social identity theory denotes that those who share a common social identification are
considered a social group (i.e., they view themselves as belonging to the same social category;
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Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Stets & Burke, 2010). According to Social Identity Theory, identities are
formed when social categorization and social comparison processes occur as people develop
perceptions of those who fall into an in-group versus and out-group based on various
characteristics of other individuals. Regarding the social categorization process, those who share
particular characteristics are generally considered to be more similar to the self, placing them in
the in-group. In contrast, those deemed different on one or more relevant characteristics (e.g.,
parental status) are categorized into the out-group.
When categorization occurs, the subsequent social comparison process may unfold. In the
social comparison process, those in the in-group social category are ascribed more positive
characteristics than those in the out-group social category. Thus, as a consequence, those in the ingroup are perceived more favorably than those in the out-group. The variables ascribed positive
affect by the in-group may include, but are not limited to, style of speech, behavioral norms, and
attitudes (Stets & Burke, 2010).
Social comparison serves as a precursor to both intergroup discrimination and stereotyping
as well as intragroup accentuation of self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Stets & Burke, 2010).
The present study seeks to elucidate the workplace experiences of childless and childfree workers,
and social identity and social comparison serve as a core theoretical foundation for that
investigation. Social identity theory informs multiple aspects of childless and childfree workplace
experiences.
Additionally, social identity theory serves as a lens through which to explore the broader
implications of critical race theory (i.e., the deeply-rooted integration of discrimination/racism
within societal schema). In other words, the social comparison which occurs under social identity
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theory can be understood as just one mechanism through which racism and its implications take
root within society (Crenshaw, 2011; Decuir & Dixson, 2004).
Parental Role Value and Social Identity Theory
Research guided by social identity theory has indicated for multiple demographic groups
(e.g., race, sex) that one’s degree of identification with a perceived social category serves to
magnify negative impacts of discrimination between groups as well as accentuate self-esteem and
attachment to one’s own group. Given that the traditional definition of childfree entails an explicit
decision to forgo parenthood, it can be inferred that those who have elected to forgo parenthood
are aware that they are childfree (i.e., that they do not want children, though they may not be aware
of the term childfree). Even so, under social identity theory, it is unlikely that all childfree
individuals ascribe equal value toward and identification with their childfree identity. By
extension, given similar theoretically guided findings in research regarding other social categories
(e.g., gender), I anticipate that childfree individuals vary in their identification with the childfree
social category (Burn, Aboud, & Moyles, 2000; Ethier & Deaux, 1994; Jackson & Smith, 1999).
I posit that among the nonparent population (i.e., both childfree and childless individuals),
social identification with parenthood can be understood along a continuum cohabited by childless
and childfree individuals. In other words, those nonparent individuals who strongly identify or
somewhat identify with parenthood closely (but not completely) reflect the childless subpopulation of the nonparent population, while those who do not identify with parenthood or
strongly disidentify with parenthood reflect the childfree sub-population of the nonparent
population.
This approach toward understanding (voluntary) childlessness and the childfree as a series
of interconnected (i.e., intersectional) social identities in which nonparent individuals occupy
different locations along a conceptual continuum has been recently recommended by childfree
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researchers. For example, Harrington (2019) suggests that childfree individuals do not fit neatly
into “discrete social categories.” The present study will explore this recent, theoretically justified,
direction in childfree research by examining the extent to which one’s parental role value (i.e., the
value one places on the role of being a parent during their lifetime) informs relationships between
the extent to which they perceive their workplace is friendly toward nonparent workers and
individual worker outcomes such as affective commitment.
Given my aforementioned description of how the salience of one’s social identity serves to
magnify their perception of, as well as consequences from, identity-relevant elements of their
environment (e.g., their organizations’ climate), I posit that values are a core element that serve as
a lens through which one perceives their work environment. Past research has indicated that a core
component of one’s social identity is their collection of and standing on role-relevant values
(Iwamoto & Liu, 2010). For example, within the childless population it has been noted that the
extent to which one values the social role of parent, rather than the explicit expectation of whether
one will be a parent (i.e., childfree status) should be the focus for measurement/definition when
studying childless social identities. (Harrington, 2019).
Additionally, it has been argued that values serve as the core of human motivation, and as
such, can be expected to notably influence one’s perceptions of their environment, their
expectations, their interests, and their goals. In fact, one’s values even influence one’s degree of
satisfaction with the outcomes of their behavior (Kanfer, 1990; Locke, 1991; Locke & Latham,
2002). I posit that nonparent workers with low parental role value tend to be more sensitive to the
deleterious outcomes of low NPFC than those higher in parental role value.
Parental Role Expectations (i.e., Childfree Status) and Social Identity Theory
I posit that parental role expectations (i.e., childfree status) also moderate relationships
between NPFC perceptions and outcomes among nonparent employees. In line with Locke’s
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(1991) sequence, core, and hub model of behavior, expectations for parenthood (i.e.,
intentions/plans for behavior) should moderate said relationships (i.e., relationships between
NPFC and WIPL, Affective Commitment, and PLIW) among nonparents because they are an
extension of one’s parental role values. In other words, values are the core informer of human
intentions (Locke, 1991) and expectations reflect those intentions. Thus, both values and
expectations should serve as moderators (see Figure 2 and Figure 3) because they are both
informed by a nonparents’ level of social identification with their non-parenthood.
Parental Role Expectations (i.e., Childfree Status) Versus Parental Role Values
Expectations/intentions are inherently conscious/explicit (Locke, 1991). Thus, nonparent
individuals can be expected to be capable of evaluating in a wholesale manner (i.e., through a
universal evaluation) their intention (or lack thereof) to either parent or forgo parenthood. In
contrast, parental role values may be more difficult for nonparent individuals to evaluate than
expectations because they may be A) less salient to the nonparent individual (e.g., they may not
typically think about how much they value the parental role) and/or B) not sufficiently conscious
and/or articulated, given that values, by their nature, are understood to underscore one’s intentions,
often with limited explication by the individual. As a result, to measure values, multiple items (i.e.,
questions) tapping distinct-yet-related aspects of the latent value are needed in order to capture, to
a reasonable extent, the value’s place within the nomological net (Hinkin, 1998; Latham & Pinder,
2005; Locke, 1991; Schein, 2010).
As previously noted, this paper takes an approach to conceptualizing childfreedom and
childlessness that attempts to avoid inappropriately broad generalizations and/or social
categorizations. Thus, in line with my distinction among the childless subpopulation between those
planning and simply open to the idea of having children, I seek to measure parental role
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expectations by providing nonparent participants with an appropriate range of options to reflect
their expectations for parenthood through use of a multiple-item measure of parental role value
(Amatea et al., 1986).
Conservation of Resources
Under conversation of resources theory (COR), individuals guard against the loss of
resources and aim to increase their resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Under COR, strain occurs due to a
loss of resources as well as a perceived threat of resource loss. Resources vary widely in their form,
and include objects, personal resources, organizational benefits, and more. Brummelhuis and
Bakker (2012) proposed a categorization of resources. First are objects/conditions, which include
marriage, employment, home, and one’s social network. Second are constructive resources which
include skills, knowledge, experience, mental resilience, and health. Third are social support
resources which include love, advice, respect, and instrumental help from others. Lastly are
energies which include mood, physical energy, cognitive energy, attention, and time. These four
dimensions of COR are further grouped into two higher-order dimensions. Specifically,
objects/conditions and social support are contextual resources (i.e., resources outside of oneself).
In contrast, constructive resources and energies are personal resources (i.e., resources inside of
oneself).
Research conducted since Hobfoll’s introduction of COR (1989) has continually found
empirical support for COR. Specifically, research has continually provided evidence that one’s
loss of resources (both objective or subjective) generally begets negative downstream outcomes
for individuals through the instigation of strain within individuals. Similarly, research has
continually provided evidence that one’s gain of resources (both objective and subjective)
generally reduces strain and/or buffers against strain within individuals. Further, resource gain has

25
been found to predict positive outcomes for workers (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Halbesleben,
2010; Selvarajan, Cloninger, & Singh, 2013; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). For example,
Halbesleben (2010) reported that an intervention in which workers (specifically, nurses) were
provided additional time for breaks (i.e., a resource) led workers who received additional break
time to commit fewer errors than those not provided with additional break time.
Within the present study, NPFC and its individual dimensions can be understood as
resources, which are of particular relevance in terms of their provision of resource protection and
resource gain for nonparent employees (Lutz, 2017). The NPFC dimension Social Inclusion maps
onto Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012) social support conceptual dimension of COR. The NPFC
dimension fair work opportunities and expectations maps onto the objects/conditions conceptual
dimension of COR. The NPFC dimension fair access to employee benefits maps onto the
objects/conditions conceptual dimension of COR. The respect for non-work roles dimension of
NPFC maps onto both the objects/conditions and social support conceptual dimensions of COR.
Taken together, all of the dimensions of NPFC can be understood as contextual resources within
Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012) categorization of COR resources. This is of both practical and
conceptual relevance to the present study.
Contextual resources at work are an important factor in influencing conflict and enrichment
between the work and personal lives of employees (Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Thus, it is
unsurprising that Lutz and colleagues (2018) found that perceptions of NPFC among nonparents
were negatively related to work-interference with personal life. Lutz and colleagues (2018) also
reported that nonparent perceptions of NPFC were positively related to affective commitment. I
propose that NPFC (both its individual dimensions as well as the overall concept) can be
understood as an important contextual workplace resource among nonparent employees.
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Conservation of Resources and Social Identity: An Integrative Theoretical Framework
I propose that the anticipated magnifying effect of parental role value and expectations on
relationships between NPFC and outcomes can be understood to occur as a function of the
theoretical intersection of COR and social identity theory. Specifically, the extent to which
nonparents value and/or hold expectations in opposition of parenthood (particularly the extent to
which they do not value the parental role) reflects the extent to which their social identity is defined
by nonparenthood and/or childfreedom. In turn, the extent to which their social identity is defined
by nonparenthood should serve as a lens that either maximizes (in the case of those low in parental
value/expectation) or minimizes (in the case of those higher in parental role value) the impact of
NPFC on relevant outcomes among nonparents.
Research indicates that one’s social identity can be expected to intersect with the extent to
which they are able to preserve and/or gain objective and/or subjective resources. For example,
Johnson and Joshi (2016) reported that individuals diagnosed with autism perceived more positive
experiences when their workplace was accepting toward individuals with autism in terms of both
positive social interactions and formal support policies. First, social identity shapes perception
through its impact on an individual’s schema as it relates to elements of the world which are
intertwined with their social identity. For example, research on women in leadership roles in
organizations indicates that female leaders are keenly aware of the elements of their working life
that are impacted by their social identity as a female leader (Bear et al., 2016; Eagly & Johnson,
1990; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Liberman & Golom, 2015). Much research has elucidated how
women navigate leadership as they travel through a labyrinth constructed by the intersection of
their leadership role and gender (Kark & Eagly, 2010). I propose that social expectations and
stereotypes held regarding nonparent workers play a similar role in the work experiences and
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perceptions of nonparents. Specifically, just as female leaders are aware of and behave in response
to stereotypes in the workplace, nonparent workers are also aware of and respond to stereotypes
tied to their nonparent social identity. Given that perceptions of resource loss and gain are pivotal
in shaping the extent to which resource conservation impacts outcomes (e.g., burnout, affective
commitment), the proposition that nonparent social identity shapes one’s perceptions of relevant
work-related resource loss and gain is in line with research demonstrating the importance of
worker perceptions as a predictor and/or driver of important COR-impacted outcomes (T. D.
Johnson & Joshi, 2016; Schaubroeck, 1999; Wolever et al., 2012).
In addition to the theoretical role of perceptions in explaining the anticipated intersection
of social identity with conservation of resources theory, objective elements of the environment
directly and indirectly indicated by levels of NPFC should be expected to relate to NPFC’s
relationship with outcomes among nonparents. For instance, the extent to which a nonparent’s
workplace provides equitable access to employee benefits (a dimension of NPFC) is an indicator
of objective resources (e.g., time-off) available to nonparent workers (Lutz et al., 2018). Thus,
given that research on conservation of resources has indicated that objective resources play an
important role in predicting relevant outcomes among workers (Ferguson et al., 2016; ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), and the proposition that nonparent social identity implies the
enhanced relevance of NPFC relevant objective resources among nonparent employees, I propose
that objective resource gain/loss intersects with social identity through the enhanced relevance of
nonparenthood relevant resources among nonparent workers.
In summary, I propose an integrated theoretical framework of nonparent work experiences
and outcomes in which social identity intersects with conservation of resources to magnify
relationships between social role salient elements of organizational climate (for example, respect
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for nonwork roles among nonparent workers) with important individual worker outcomes like
affective commitment and work-to-personal life interference.
Core Study Hypotheses: Testing the Proposed Integrative Theoretical Framework
I propose three core hypotheses guided by this framework. These three hypotheses serve
to elucidate (i.e., test) the core aspects of the proposed integrative (i.e., polytheoretical) model.
My first hypothesis entails a test of direct relationships anticipated between NPFC and
relevant worker outcomes. This hypothesis tests the placement/role of COR within the integrative
framework. Namely, the COR explains the anticipated finding that the resources connoted by
NPFC are related to outcomes that the COR literature consistently attributes to resources gain/loss.
Hypothesis 1: Among nonparents, NPFC is negatively related to both work interference with
personal life (H1a) and personal life interference with work (H1b). Additionally, among
nonparents, NPFC is positively related to affective commitment (H1c).
My second hypothesis entails a test of the anticipated moderating role of parental role
values on relationships between NPFC and outcomes. This hypothesis serves as the first of two
tests of the intersection of the two theories which comprise my proposed integrative model of
NPFC. Specifically, the anticipated moderating role of parental role values can be understood as
the extent to which social identity (in this case value place upon the role of parent) magnifies the
relationship of resources (in this case NPFC connoted resources) with outcomes. In other words,
this hypothesis tests the extent to which social identity moderates (i.e., intersects with) the role of
COR in the work lives of nonparents.
Hypothesis 2: Parental role value positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships between
nonparent workers’ perceptions of NPFC and individual outcomes (i.e., H1a, H1b, and H1c). In
other words, parental role value positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships between
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nonparent workers’ perceptions of NPFC and work interference with personal life (H2a), parental
role value positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships between nonparent workers’
perceptions of NPFC and personal life interference with work (H2b), and parental role value
positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships between nonparent workers’ perceptions of
NPFC and affective commitment (H2c).
My third hypothesis entails a test of the anticipated moderating role of parental role
expectations on relationships between NPFC and outcomes. This hypothesis serves as the second
of two tests of the intersection of the two theories which comprise my proposed integrative model
of NPFC. Specifically, the anticipated moderating role of parental role expectations can be
understood as the extent to which social identity (in this case expectation to parent) magnifies the
relationship of resources (in this case NPFC connoted resources) with outcomes. In other words,
this hypothesis tests the extent to which social identity moderates (i.e., intersects with) the role of
COR in the work lives of nonparents.
Hypothesis 3: Childfree status (i.e., parental role expectations) positively moderates (i.e.,
strengthens) relationships between nonparent workers’ perceptions of NPFC and individual
outcomes (i.e., H1a, H1b, and H1c). Specifically, childfree status positively moderates (i.e.,
strengthens) relationships between nonparent workers’ perceptions of NPFC and work interference
with personal life (H3a), childfree status positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships
between nonparent workers’ perceptions of NPFC and personal life interference with work (H3b),
and childfree status positively moderates (i.e., strengthens) relationships between nonparent
workers’ perceptions of NPFC and affective commitment (H3c).

30
Exploratory Research Proposition One: Parental Role Values Vs. Parental Role
Expectations as Moderator of Relationships Between NPFC and Outcomes Among
Nonparents
Given my earlier assertation that parental role value is more proximal to one’s nonparent
social identity than one’s parental role expectations (Locke, 1991), and my related assertion that
the nonparent social identity serves as a moderator of NPFC’s relationship with outcomes among
nonparents, I anticipate that the expected moderation effect of parental role value is stronger than
that of parental role expectations (i.e., childfree status).
The results of this exploratory analysis will inform future nonparent and childfree work
experience research. If it is observed that parental expectations are less relevant (i.e., are a weaker
moderator) among nonparents in terms of relationships with important outcomes, then future
research and practice may benefit from a values-focused approach to defining and measuring
nonparenthood. Similarly, if the opposite is observed (i.e., that parental expectations more strongly
moderate relationships), it would suggest that the more traditional (Harrington, 2019) use of
parental expectation as the focus of measurement (i.e., simple assignment of participants into
social categories) is justified in some research and/or applied contexts.
Exploratory Research Proposition 1: Parental role values more strongly moderate relationships
between NPFC and outcomes among nonparents than do parental role expectations among the
same nonparent individuals.
Exploratory Research Proposition Two: Singles-Friendly Culture
Lutz (2017) developed a measure of NPFC in order to address gaps in the research
literature. One notable gap was the inappropriate combination of distinct social categories
(Christian Agrillo & Nelini, 2008), discussed earlier in this paper as it relates to social identity
theory and by extension the present study’s definition of parental expectations and parental role
value. In particular, Casper and colleagues (2007) developed a measure of singles-friendly
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organizational culture. Caper and colleagues’ measure confounds relationship status with parental
status by including dimensions that tap into both of these statuses (i.e., social identities). In other
words, their measure and associated conceptual model placed friendliness toward single
nonparents on one end of a continuum, and friendliness toward partnered parents on the opposite
end of said continuum. For example, their dimension social inclusion contains both the item “My
organization considers the preferences of both single and married employees when planning social
events,” as well as the item “My organization considers the preferences of both parents and
childless employees when planning social events.” Further, some individual items conflate
relationship status and parental status, for example, the social inclusion item “Social events in this
organization are equally fun for single employees and those with families.”
I propose that NPFC is a more appropriate measure of an organization’s nonparent
friendliness than Casper and colleagues’ (2007) singles-friendly culture measure because it is
applicable for nonparents of all relationship statuses. For example, partnered nonparents may have
difficulty deciding how to respond to and/or perceive a lack of relevance Casper and colleagues’
(2007) item “The benefits that are offered by my organization are equally useful to a married
employee with children and a single employee.” In contrast, partnered nonparents should not face
the same potential confusion when evaluating Lutz and colleagues’ (2018) item “Benefits appeal
to employees without children.”
This proposition is not merely semantic in its relevance.
First, for those work outcomes of nonparents that are related to the friendliness of the
organization toward those of a similar social identity, NPFC may be a stronger predictor of
nonparent experiences than is singles-friendly culture. I anticipate that, within a given population
of nonparents of varying relationship statuses, NPFC perceptions are a stronger predictor of
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individual outcomes such as affective commitment and work interference with personal life
compared to singles-friendly culture. The rationale behind this argument is that within the NPFC
measure all items are conceptually applicable to all nonparent population members because, unlike
singles-friendly culture, NPFC does not conflate parental and relationship status. Given that NPFC
does not conflate parental status with relationship status, those in the intersectional group of
nonparents in relationships should be able to provide meaningful responses to all items using the
full range of the scale (i.e., there should be greater variance in responses).
By extension, I propose the second reason that this proposition is relevant, effect size.
Specifically, less variance observed for one or more variables within a predictive model leads to
reduced magnitude of observed relationships (when all else, for example reliability, is controlled
for) (J. Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013). As such, it can be inferred that if NPFC and singlesfriendly culture are each predictors of outcomes among nonparents, the measure which begets that
greatest range of responses (i.e., variance) from the target population (i.e., nonparents) should
beget the greatest effect size of said prediction. If this is indeed the case, Lutz and colleagues’
(2018) measure of NPFC may be the preferred measure of organizational climate in cases where
nonparents are the population of interest. I will explore this proposition by performing a mirrored
analysis of the focal models of interest within the present study (i.e., Figure 2 and Figure 3) in
which NPFC dimensions are replaced with Casper and colleagues’ (2007) dimensions of singlesfriendly culture.
Following this analysis, I will report, compare, and interpret the magnitude of effect sizes
for NPFC and single-friendly culture within matched models, i.e., comparing values models with
one another, comparing expectations models with one another. In doing so, I will test the above
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assertion while simultaneously providing evidence supporting or rejecting the divergent value of
the measure NPFC versus the measure of single-friendly culture (Hinkin, 1998).
Exploratory Research Proposition 2: The main effect size of NPFC on work outcomes among
nonparents is larger than the main effect size of single-friendly culture on the same outcomes
among the same nonparents.
Exploratory Research Proposition Three: Sex/Gender
Research regarding the experiences of nonparent and/or childfree individuals in the
workforce generally measures, discusses, or otherwise focuses on the experiences of women. In
fact, a large share of research regarding the childfree in the general-domain, especially that from
the earlier years of childfree research has focused on the experiences of childfree women
(Blackstone & Stewart, 2012), earlier research (in line with the overall stream of early childfree
research) tended to frame childfree women as deviant. Over time, childfree research has developed
to a state in which researchers more often avoid othering childfree women, instead choosing to
elucidate the nuances of their experiences and values. For example, Harrington (2019) wrote
inductively about potential differences and similarities of the schema, values, and expectations
held by childfree women about themselves, and contrasted those schema with those of parents.
Much research exists regarding differentiation of pay within the workforce as a function of
the intersection of sex and parental status. This research has generally garnered findings that
provide evidence for the breadwinner effect. The breadwinner effect reflects findings in which
women with children are generally paid less than women without children. In contrast, men with
children are generally paid more than men without children. Generally, the explanation described
for this effect is the presence of implicit and explicit manager and organizational behaviors
stemming from their stereotypes

regarding parents and nonparents as they intersect with
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sex/gender (Bear et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2013). Specifically, research has provided evidence
that stereotypes regarding fathers in the workplace are generally positive in that they are often
perceived as more hardworking due, in large part, to their perceived role as a breadwinner). In
contrast, stereotypes commonly held for mothers in the workplace are generally negative in that it
is perceived that childrearing responsibilities do and/or will distract from their workplace duties
(Bear et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2013).
The present study will explore the potential role of gender in its proposed theoretical
framework through the lens of intersectionality. Specifically, the present study posits that beyond
the role of a nonparent worker’s parental role value and or expectation, one’s gender serves to
intensify the impact of NPFC on anticipated outcomes. The present study will thus entail an
exploratory analysis in which gender is tested as a potential moderator in a final (i.e., additional)
moderation step within hierarchical regression. Past research provides evidence supporting
arguments for prediction in both directions for this anticipated moderating effect. For example,
research on the breadwinner effect suggests the possibility the relationships are stronger among
nonparent men because they have not met the socially-desirable role of breadwinner. At the same
time, past research has suggested that women face gender-based discrimination and/or negative
stereotyping when they choose to forgo parenthood, because doing so entails a divergence from
social norms around the expectation of motherhood and nurturing behavior for women (AshburnNardo, 2017; Berdahl & Moon, 2013; Harrington, 2019; Russo, 1979). This suggests that women
low in parental role value and/or expectations may face unique stereotyping/discrimination due to
their rejection of parenthood, which may make them more sensitive to both a) negative impacts of
a lack of NPFC and b) more sensitive in their perception of NPFC due to their intersectional
identity as a female nonparent and associated life experiences/schema.
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Exploratory Research Proposition 3: Gender of nonparent individuals accounts for incremental
variance (beyond parental role value and/or parental role expectations) as a moderator of
relationships between NPFC perceptions and anticipated outcomes. The direction of this
anticipated moderation effect is unspecified.
Pilot Analysis of Archival Data from Lutz (2017) to Guide Present Study Methods: Parental
Role Value and Parental Role Expectations
In an investigation of NPFC among nonparent employees, Lutz (2017) measured both
nonparent

workers’

childfree

status

(i.e.,

their

categorical

identification

with

childlessness/childfreedom) as well as their parental role value using Amatea and colleagues’
measure of parental role value (1986).
Given this study’s interest in

measuring parental role expectations using the same

definition and operationalization reflected in Lutz’ (2017) response options for parental
expectations, I analyzed previously archival data from Lutz’ (2017) study of nonparent workers to
inspect the distribution of parental role value scores among nonparent workers falling into each of
three response options.
This analysis was conducted as a pilot examination of the distribution of parental role value
scores for childless versus childfree workers. Specifically, this analysis was conducted to provide
pilot information regarding the extent to which the earlier inference regarding the overlap (yet
distinctiveness) of parental role expectations and values is supported. In other words, this analysis
provides initial divergent/convergent validity evidence regarding the use of Lutz (2017)
operationalization of parental role expectations (Hinkin, 1998). Said evidence will be used to guide
the present study’s methods, specifically, how the present study measures parental role
expectations.
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Lutz (2017) Archival Data Analysis: Description and Results
To measure childfree status, Lutz (2017) presented participants with the following prompt
and response options. Nonparent participants were asked “Which choice below best reflects your
position on the idea of having one or more children (either biological or adopted) at any point
during your lifetime?” Response options were as follows, A) “Although I am not currently
expecting a child, I am planning on having one or more,” B) “I am not currently expecting or
planning on having a child, but I am open to the idea of having one or more,” C) “I never want to
have any children (either biological or adopted) in my lifetime,” D) “Someone else is currently
expecting a child to which I will be a parent,” and E) “I am currently expecting a child.” These
response options map directly onto the relevant nonparent subgroups of interest to the present
study. Specifically, options A or B map onto the present study’s definition of childless and Option
C maps onto the present study’s definition of childfree.
Parental role value was measured by Lutz (2017) using Amatea and colleagues’ (1986)
measure of parental role value See Table 5 for all items from this scale. All items were rated using
a seven-point Likert scale on which “Strongly Agree” was the lowest response options and
“Strongly Agree” was the highest response option. Each participants’ parental role value score was
calculated as the average of their responses to the five items. These averages were then rounded to
the nearest integer. Thus, the range of parental role value scores computed is on a seven-point scale
reflective of the response scale of the items. For the sample overall (n = 214) the reliability (α) for
the five items was .863, suggesting that computing an overall scale score via an average is
appropriate. The mean parental role value score for the overall sample was 4.042, the standard
deviation was 1.036, the minimum was 1, and the maximum was 7 (i.e., the full possible range of
scores was used within the sample analyzed).
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Participants who were not currently expecting a child but were planning on having one or
more had a mean parental value score of 5.576, a minimum of 4, and a maximum of 7 (n = 33, SD
= .969). Participants who were not currently expecting or planning on having a child but were open
to the idea of having one or more had a mean parental value score of 4.256, a minimum of 1, and
a maximum of 7 (n = 125, SD = 1.211). Lastly, childfree participants (i.e., those who never want
to have any children, either biological or adopted, in their lifetime) had a mean parental value score
of 2.589, a minimum of 1, and a maximum of 5 (n = 56, SD = 1.092). See Figure 4 for three
histograms, each displaying the distribution of parental role value scores among one of the three
aforementioned nonparent subpopulations.
Additionally, I transformed the three parental expectation response options from Lutz
(2017) into an ordinal variable with three levels. For this transformation, a 3 denotes explicit plans
to have children (i.e., the expectation to parent, group A), a 2 denotes openness to parenthood
without explicit plans (i.e., no explicit expectation to parent in either direction, group B), and a
low value (i.e., a 1) denotes childfreedom (i.e., the explicit decision to forgo parenthood in
perpetuity, group C). See Figure 4 for the n-size of each group. Next, I correlated parental
expectations and parental role value to derive a Pearson correlation of .646 (n = 214).
Discussion of Archival Data Analysis Results
This exploratory analysis of archival data from Lutz (2017) provides initial
convergent/divergent validity evidence (Hinkin, 1998) that the inference of the differentiation of
parental role value between subpopulations of nonparent workers. Namely, those planning on
having children occupied the high-end of the parental role value continuum. Those open to the
idea of having children were normally distributed across the range of the scale. Those who were
childfree occupied the disagreement end of the scale (i.e., were notably low in parental role value).
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These results support the idea that parental role value and explicit judgements regarding
interest in having children (i.e., expectations) are inextricably linked. Pilot analysis results show
that the distribution of parental role value scores for those planning on having children and those
open to the idea of having children are different (i.e., those planning on having children generally
have stronger value for the parental role). These results are not surprising given that social identity
theory suggests that childless individuals should vary along a continuum of parental role value
(Harrington, 2019).
Amatea and colleagues (1986) developed the concept of parental role commitment
alongside the concept of parental role value, and noted that their commitment dimension captures
the expectations that individuals hold regarding how many resources they will assign to raising
children. Amatea and colleagues (1986) reported correlations between parental role value and
parental role commitment (i.e., expectations) of .39 among a undergraduate students and .38
among individuals in married-couples. Interestingly, the aforementioned correlation of .39
between parental role value and parental role commitment reported by Amatea and colleagues
(1986) is notably lower than the correlation of .646 reported as part of the pilot analysis from the
present study in which I correlated parental role expectations and values among a sample of
working nonparents using data from Lutz (2017).
Given that a nonparent individual’s expectations and values regarding parenthood are
related-yet-distinct as indicated by results from both Amatea and colleagues (1986) as well as the
pilot analysis of Lutz’ (2017) data, and the present study’s definition of parental expectations, I
posit that parental role expectations (i.e., childfree status) among nonparent individuals are
appropriately measured using Lutz’ (2017) parental role expectation item with the aforementioned
three response options. Specifically, I propose that the appropriate response options for parental
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role expectations and the plan the parent, openness toward parenthood, and the plan to not parent
(i.e., to be childfree). See Figure 1 for a visual model of this conceptualization of parental role
expectation/childfree status.
CHAPTER 2 “SURVEY CONSTRUCTION & COLLECTION OF DATA”
Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to detail the approach taken within the present study to a)
conduct a power analysis to determine the sample size needed to adequately power analyses, b)
construct the survey that be administered to participants, and c) detail the approach taken to
collecting survey data.
Method
Power Analysis
G*Power was used to perform a power analysis for the present study in order to determine
the minimum number of nonparents that should be recruited to participate. Alpha (familywise)
was set at α = 0.10 (i.e., per-multiple regression α = 0.05 given the two planned hierarchical
multiple regression analyses). Given that this study entails tests for moderation within hierarchical
regression, the commonly used effect sizes for power analysis often adopted from Cohen’s (1992)
Power Primer were considered too liberal (i.e., large) for use within the present study. Metaanalytic findings (Aguinis, Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005) suggest that moderation effect sizes in
hierarchical regression are generally notably smaller than those reflected in the rules of thumb
posited by Cohen (1992). In particular, the .15 effect size often considered a medium effect size
for the purpose of effect size estimation and subsequent power analysis was not adopted by the
present study. Instead, the present study chose the more conservative estimate of a small effect
size, .02, in order to perform a power analysis. Additionally, given that Lutz and colleagues’ (2018)
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measure of NPFC contains four dimensions, the number of predictors per regression was set at
four. Lastly, I chose a power value of 0.80 (Stevens, 2012).
This power analysis suggested that 489 participants should be recruited for the present
study in order to achieve adequate power. As described in greater detail within the following
section, an equal or nearly-equal number of nonparent participants was recruited from each of the
three categories of interest for parental role expectations (i.e., childfree status, see Figure 1). Thus,
the present study recruited approximately 163 nonparent participants per parental role expectation
category.
The above sampling strategy was taken in order to avoid the potential impacts of unequal
subsample sizes across moderation variable categories. In particular, notably unequal subsample
sizes in moderated multiple regression may lead to an underestimated moderation effect size (a
notable concern here given that the anticipated moderation effects are a focal element of the present
study) and may also decrease statistical power, thus limiting the study’s ability to detect
meaningful effects within tested multiple regression models (Aguinis, Edwards, & Bradley, 2017).
Participants & Use of Amazon Mturk
Surveys were to participants and completed using the Qualtrics survey platform.
Recruitment of participants was conducted using Amazon Mechanical Turk (i.e., Mturk).
Participants were compensated for their participation in the present study. The compensation rate
was calculated based upon the United States minimum wage of $7.25 (“Minimum Wage,” n.d.).
Specifically, given that the survey was expected to take 30 minutes, the payout per participant was
one half of the minimum wage of $7.25 per hour, rounded up to $3.63. Included in the above per
participant value of $3.63, as is described below, is the use of specific premium inclusion criteria
within the Mturk platform which cost $0.35 and $0.50 per participant. In other words, the per
participant rate is comprised of a $0.35 and a $0.50 fee for use of two demographic inclusion
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criteria, as well as direct (i.e., base) compensation of $2.78 for time spent completing the survey.
Lastly, Amazon charges a twenty percent fee per participant, bringing the final cost per participant
to $4.36.
In order to participate, individuals recruited via Mturk must have meet multiple criteria.
First, participants were all employed. Second, participants were all nonparents. Third, participants
were all aged 25 or older. Fourth, participants all fell into one of the following three parental status
categories, a) not be expecting a child, but be planning on having one or more, b) not be expecting
a child, but be open to the idea of having one or more, or c) never want to have any children (either
biological or adopted) in their lifetime. Lastly, participants must not have been currently married
in order to remove the confound of marital status from analyses within this study aimed at
elucidating differential prediction of NPFC vs. Singles-Friendly Culture (Casper, Weltman, et al.,
2007).
The first exclusion characteristic, employment status, was selected for using Mturk’s
premium criteria feature in which the researcher pays an additional fee of $.035 per participant to
select only those who have indicated they are employed.
The second exclusion characteristic, parenthood status, was selected for using Mturk’s
premium criteria feature in which the researcher pays an additional fee of $.050 per participant to
select only those who have indicated they are not a parent.
The third exclusion characteristic, age, was selected for using a) an initial note on the
posting of the survey which notes the inclusion criteria, and b) an item at the start of the survey
that removes those who note they are not 25 or older on the question “Are you 25 years of age or
older” on which the response options are “Yes” and “No.”
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The fourth exclusion characteristic, parental expectations, was selected for using a) an
initial note on the posting of the survey which notes the inclusion criteria, and b) an item at the
start of the survey that removes those who do not select either response option A, B, or C listed
within Table 6. Of special note regarding the parenthood expectation inclusion criteria is that the
survey was administered using three separate postings on Mturk such that one posting only allowed
those who selected option A to participate, one version only allowed those who selected option B
to participate, and one version only allowed those who selected option C to participate. Each
survey recruited roughly the same number of participants as described as part of the power analysis
conducted within the present study. As an addendum to this inclusion criteria, those who
participated in one version of the survey were not allowed to participate on another version of the
survey. To accomplish this, survey versions were launched on a staggered schedule over the course
of multiple weeks. Specifically, the first survey version launched on a Monday. Once the first
version of the survey had recruited the maximum number of participants, the second version of the
survey launched on the soonest subsequent Monday. Similarly, once the second version of the
survey recruited the maximum number of participants, the third version of the survey launched on
the soonest subsequent Monday. Through this approach, the present study obtained an adequate
sample of nonparent participants falling within each of the three parental expectation groups
relevant to analyses of interest within the present study. Based upon the aforementioned total
number of individuals to-be recruited per version of the survey (i.e., via power analysis), 163 or
more individuals from each parental expectation category were recruited.
The fifth and final exclusion characteristic, marital status, was selected for using a) an
initial note on the posting of the survey which notes the inclusion criteria, and b) an item at the
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start of the survey that removed those who did not select either response option A, B, C, D, or F
listed within Table 7.
Additionally, those who demonstrated insufficient effort responding (as defined later
within this chapter) were considered to have not participated within the present study. This
stipulation was noted within the survey posting on Mturk as well as the informed consent document
presented prior to participation. The method of detecting insufficient effort responding is detailed
later within this manuscript.
Each survey link posted to Mturk opened with a consent statement containing information
about the study (e.g., detailing the overall procedure and aims of the study) and the voluntary
nature of participation in the study. All participation was voluntary.
In summary, participants must have met the inclusion criteria to participate and by
extension be compensated for their time. Among those who met the inclusion criteria, those who
do not respond to the survey with sufficient effort were considered to have not participated. All
potential participants were provided with sufficient information in order to provide informed
consent before participating in the present study.
Detection of Insufficient Effort Responding.
Responses were screened for insufficient effort responding (Huang, Bowling, Liu, & Li,
2015) through the inclusion of two sets of a repeated item within a given scale. Specifically, the
item “Employees without kids have to carry more of the workload than others” within the measure
of NPFC was repeated once, thus appearing in the survey a total of two times. Additionally, the
item “My supervisor encourages single and married employees equally to attend companysponsored social events” from the relevant measure of singles-friendly culture was repeated once,
thus appearing in the survey a total of two times. For each repeated item, only responses to the
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first instance were included in substantive (i.e., predictive) analyses within the present study.
Potential participants were considered to have responded with insufficient effort if, for either of
the two repeated items, they provided a response within the opposite segment (i.e., either
disagreement, neutrality, or agreement) of the rating continuum for each instance of the item. For
example, if a potential participant responded “strongly agree” to the first instance of the repeated
item “My supervisor encourages single and married employees equally to attend companysponsored social events,” but responded “disagree” to the second instance of said item, that
potential participant would be considered to have responded with insufficient effort, and was
considered to have not participated in the present study (Karren & Barringer, 2002). Potential
participants were made aware of this via the study posting.
Additional Biodata Collected.
Participants were also asked to report their age in order to determine if they are 25 years of
age or older. They were asked to report their race/ethnicity, their relationship status, their gender,
their household income, and the number of hours (on average) they work each week. Participants
were asked about whether they care for a pet or other humans (e.g., a parent or a spouse. They
were asked about their organizational tenure, the percentage of their work hours per week that they
work remotely (i.e., not onsite), and their position level within their current company.
Pre-Existing Measures for Planned Analyses
Nonparent-Friendly Organizational Climate (NPFC)
Nonparent-friendly NPFC was measured using items from Lutz and colleagues’ measure
of NPFC (Lutz, 2017; Lutz et al., 2018). Specifically, NPFC was measured using the 15 item, 4
dimension measure as presented by Lutz and colleagues (2018). As mentioned previously, Lutz
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and colleagues (2018) further refined Lutz’ (2017) measure of NPFC, resulting in a measure with
the following characteristics (e.g., reliabilities).
Social inclusion (α =.79) was measured (Lutz et al., 2018). An example item is “People
consider the preferences of childless employees when planning social events.” See Table 1 for all
four social inclusion items.
Fair work opportunities & expectations (α =.91) was measured (Lutz et al., 2018). An
example item is “My supervisor tends to favor parents when making promotion decisions.” See
Table 1 for all four fair work opportunities & expectations items.
Fair access to employee benefits (α =.86) was measured (Lutz et al., 2018). An example
item is “Benefits appeal to employees without children.” See Table 1 for all four fair access to
employee benefits items.
Respect for non-work roles (α =.86) was measured (Lutz et al., 2018). An example item is
“Employees feel that tending to children is the most important reason for flexible scheduling.” See
Table 1 for all three respect for non-work roles items.
Work Interference with Personal Life (WIPL)
Work interference with personal life was measured using five items from the relevant
dimension (α =.91) of Fisher, Bulger, and Smith’s (2009a) measure of work/non-work interference
and enhancement. This scale was chosen because it was explicitly designed to be of use to
employees of varying household structures (Brummelhuis & Van Der Lippe, 2010; Casper,
Weltman, et al., 2007). An example of an item from this measure is “My personal life suffers
because of my work.” See Table 2 for all items from this scale.
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Personal Life Interference with Work (PLIW)
Personal life interference with work (PLIW) was measured using six items from the
relevant dimension (α =.82) of Fisher, Bulger, and Smith’s (2009a) measure of work/non-work
interference and enhancement. This scale was chosen because it was explicitly designed to be of
use to employees of varying household structures (Brummelhuis & Van Der Lippe, 2010; Casper,
Weltman, et al., 2007). An example of an item from this measure is “My personal life drains me
of the energy I need to do my job.” See Table 3 for all items from this scale.
Affective Commitment
Affective commitment was measured using the affective commitment subscale (α = .87) of
Allen and Meyer’s (1990) measure of organizational commitment. An example item is “I really
feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.” See Table 4 for all items from this scale.
Parental Role Value (PRV)
Parental role reward value was measured using the using five items from the relevant
dimension (α =.84) of Amatea and colleagues’ (1986) measure of life role salience. An example
item from this subscale is “If I chose not to have children, I would regret it.” See Table 4 for all
Items from this scale.
Singles-Friendly Culture (SFC)
Singles-friendly culture was measured using Casper and colleague’s (2007) measure of
single-friendly culture. Singles-friendly culture is comprised of five dimensions, all of which were
measured within the present study. Those dimensions are social inclusion (α .96), equal work
opportunities (α =93), equal access to benefits (α =.90), equal respect for nonwork roles (α =.79),
and equal work expectations (α =.85). An example item is “The benefits provided by my
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organization are desirable to both single employees and those with children.” See Table 8 for a list
of all items from this scale.
CHAPTER 3 “TESTS OF HYPOTHESES AND EXPLORATORY ANALYSES”
Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to detail the statistical analyses conducted to test the
hypotheses and exploratory analyses posited earlier within this manuscript. Thus, following data
collection, this chapter details the analysis of data for the present study, including the results of
said analyses.
Design
Initial Sample Size and Demographic Information Prior to tests of Assumptions of Multiple
Regression.
Prior testing for the assumptions of multiple regressions (and thus by extension before
removing participants from the final sample as part of the data screening process), the sample
characteristics were as follows. In total, 563 nonparent workers participated in the present study.
Of these 563 individuals, 216 were childfree, 169 were open to having one or more children at
some point during their lifetime, and 178 were planning on having one or more children at some
point during their lifetime. Of those 563 individuals, 235 were female, 327 were male, and 1
selected “other.”
Tests of the Assumptions of Multiple Regression
Before testing study hypotheses and exploratory analyses, I tested for the violation of the
various assumptions of multiple regression in order to ensure sound inferences can be drawn from
said study analyses (Stevens, 2012). Note that factor scores were derived by averaging the items
within each dimension of a given scale in order to make the approach taken within the present
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study and associated inferences translate neatly to applied settings in which this simple approach
may be adopted.
Univariate Outliers
Univariate outliers were screened for by computing z-scores for each dimension (e.g.,
NPFC dimensions, affective commitment) measured within the present study. Participants with zscores of |2.33| (α = .01) on a given variable were removed from the sample prior to further
analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Sixty-two univariate outlier responses were detected and
removed from the sample through this process. As a result, the possible final sample size decreased
from 563 to 501 following the removal of univariate outliers from the sample. This left 196
childfree individual responses, 149 open to having children individual responses, and 156 planning
on having children individual responses.
Multivariate Outliers
Following the identification and removal of univariate outliers, the present study inspected
for the presence of multivariate outliers. Multivariate outliers were inspected for using the
Mahalanobis distance statistic.
Given that there are four independent variables represented by the four dimensions of
NPFC, for this assumption check DF = 4 (α = .01). Given these specified values, the relevant
critical value from the chi-square distribution for this assumption check was 13.28.
Three Mahalanobis values were computed for each participant. For all three calculations,
the four dimensions of NPFC were set as the independent variables. Additionally, each calculation
featured a different variable as the dependent variable (WIPL, PLIW, and affective commitment).
Ten participants procured Mahalanobis p-values of less than .01 and were thus removed
from the sample for violations of the assumption of multivariate normality. As a result, the possible
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final sample size decreased from 501 to 491 following the removal of multivariate outliers from
the sample. This left 191 childfree individual responses, 146 open to having children individual
responses, and 154 planning on having children individual responses.
Normality
Following the removal of univariate and multivariate outlier participants from the sample,
responses from the remaining 491 individuals in the sample were inspected for violations of
normality. The skewness and kurtosis of study variables (as well as their standard errors) were
computed, as were z-scores for each skewness and kurtosis value. These values are reported in
Table 12. For this inspection of normality, alpha was set at .01 because the present study includes
a sample of moderate size (N = 491). In this case, this means that a skewness or kurtosis value of
2.33 of greater may be interpreted as skewed and/or kurtotic.
Significant skewness was observed for Work Interference with Personal Life (skewness zscore = 4.773), NPFC dimension Respect for Non-Work Roles (skewness z-score = 3.564), SFC
dimension Equal Work Opportunities (skewness z-score = -3.473), SFC dimension Equal Access
to Benefits (skewness z-score = -2.573, and SFC dimension Equal Work Opportunities (skewness
z-score = -4.382).
Significant kurtosis was observed for Work Interference with Personal Life (kurtosis zscore = -5.077), Personal Life Interference with Work (kurtosis z-score = -3.309), Parental Role
Value (kurtosis z-score = -3.023), SFC dimension Social Inclusion (kurtosis z-score = -2.673),
SFC dimension Equal Access to Benefits (kurtosis z-score = -2.345), and SFC dimension Equal
Work Expectations (kurtosis z-score = -2.455).
Histograms of the distributions of all variables were observed in order to visually inspect
for kurtosis and skewness of the distributions of responses. Though several variables procured
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statistically significant skewness and/or kurtosis, visual inspections of the aforementioned
histograms suggested that these cases were not notably severe (i.e., problematic), particularly
given the Likert-nature of the scales measured within the present study. Given this observation as
well as the desire to leave responses non-transformed, if possible (in order to make methods more
easily applicable to applied settings), study variables were left as-is (i.e., were not transformed).
Homoscedasticity
To examine for the potential confound of homoscedasticity, scatterplots were produced for
the three relevant DVs within the present study (i.e., affective commitment, work interference with
personal life, and personal life interference with work). Given that the focal of the present study is
NPFC (rather than SFC, which is the focus of exploratory analysis), the IVs for the purpose of
testing for the potential presence of homoscedasticity were the four measured dimensions of NPFC
(i.e., NPFC factor scores). Inspection of the three scatterplots suggested a fairly equal spread of
residuals along the line of best fit for each of the three models run. This suggests that the
assumption of homoscedasticity of residuals has been met.
Independence of Residuals
Next, the Durbin-Watson statistic was calculated for each of the focal models (i.e., three
NPFC models) within the present study. For the model in which the specified DV was Affective
Commitment, a Durbin-Watson value of 2.138 was observed. For the model in which the specified
DV was Personal Life Interference with Work, a Durbin-Watson value of 2.031 was observed. For
the model in which the specified DV was Work Interference with Personal Life a Durbin-Watson
value of 1.940 was observed. All three of these Durbin-Watson values were close to the desired
value of 2. Thus, it appears that the assumption of independence of residuals has not been violated
within the present study.
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Multicollinearity (Including Potential Relation Between Moderator Variables)
Given the present study’s use of two moderation steps within each of its two focal
moderated multiple regressions (i.e., a total of three steps within each regression performed) in
which the second step adds in either parental role value or expectation as a potential moderator,
and the third step introduces gender as a potential moderator, the present study paid notable
attention to the potential for multicollinearity between parental role value and gender (Aguinis et
al., 2017).
First, potential multicollinearity was tested for moderation variables through use of a means
comparison (i.e., t-test) in which the difference in the mean of Parental Role Value for each gender
was compared. Men (n = 281, M = 4.125, SD = 1.439) and women (n = 209, M = 4.139, SD =
1.445) produced quite similar mean values for Parental Role Value, resulting in an observed lack
of both practical and statistical significance via the t-test, t(496) = -.102, p = .918. This observed
result suggests a lack of multicollinearity between the moderator variables of interest within the
present study.
Second, zero-order correlations were observed between continuous predictor variables
within the present study (i.e., the dimensions of NPFC). The largest absolute value Pearson
correlation value observed between any two dimensions of NPFC was r = .560, a reasonable
magnitude of an observed relationship between dimensions of the same organizational
characteristic scale (in this case, NPFC). This result suggests a lack of multicollinearity between
NPFC dimensions. See Tables 14a and 14b for zero-order correlations.
Lastly, the VIF statistic was computed for each of the three focal NPFC models within the
present study in which NPFC dimensions are set as IVs and the DV is either Affective
Commitment, Personal Life Interference with Work, or Work Interference with Personal Life.
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For the model in which the DV was set as Affective Commitment, VIF for NPFC
dimension Fair Access to Employee Benefits was 1.459, VIF for NPFC dimension Respect for
Non-Work Roles was 1.343, VIF for NPFC dimension Social Inclusion was 1.490, and VIF for
NPFC dimension Fair Work Opportunities and Expectations was 1.292.
For the model in which the DV was set as Personal Life Interference with Work, VIF for
NPFC dimension Fair Access to Employee Benefits was 1.459, VIF for NPFC dimension Respect
for Non-Work Roles was 1.343, VIF for NPFC dimension Social Inclusion was 1.490, and VIF
for NPFC dimension Fair Work Opportunities and Expectations was 1.292.
For the model in which the DV was set as Work Interference with Personal Life, VIF for
NPFC dimension Fair Access to Employee Benefits was 1.459, VIF for NPFC dimension Respect
for Non-Work Roles was 1.343, VIF for NPFC dimension Social Inclusion was 1.490, and VIF
for NPFC dimension Fair Work Opportunities and Expectations was 1.292.
All observed VIF statistics appear reasonable (i.e., close to 1), suggested a lack of
multicollinearity between NPFC IVs within the focal regression models of the present study
(Stevens, 2012).
Primary Analyses
The following analyses were conducted in order to A) provide descriptive information as
well as zero-order correlations to aid in interpretation of the present study’s findings, B) test the
core hypotheses of the present study, and C) test the three exploratory analyses within the present
study.
All analyses below entail the same final pool of participants (i.e., 491 respondents),
following checks of the assumptions of multiple regressions, namely, the removal of univariate
outlier and multivariate outlier cases.
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Descriptive Statistics
Following the screening of survey responses for the violation of the assumptions of
multiple regression, descriptive statistics describing the final (i.e., post-screening) sample data are
reported here.
The post-screening (i.e., final) sample of participants of the present study was comprised
of 491 individuals. See Table 13 for a breakdown of the final sample by childfree status (by raw
count and percentage) gender (by raw count and percentage), race/ethnicity (by raw count and
percentage), relationship status (by raw count and percentage), and sexual orientation (by raw
count and percentage). The mean age of the sample was 34.09 years with a standard deviation of
8.44 years.
Bivariate Correlations
Bivariate correlations were conducted between all measured dimensions of the scales used
within the present study. Most bivariate correlations are reported in Table 14a, additional
correlations between parental role expectations and study variables are located within Table 14b,
while means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for each measure are reported in Table 15.
Correlations were split into multiple tables for the sake of reporting due to the large number of
continuous variables measured within the present study. In other words, correlation tables were
split in reporting due to limited page space within a given page of this manuscript.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (NPFC)
Additionally, before continuing toward the conducting of tests of the present study’s
primary hypotheses, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the measure of NPFC
leveraging data from the 491 participants who remained within the sample following the screening
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of data (and subsequent removal of participants) for the assumptions of multiple regression. This
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the statistical program JASP.
Under this confirmatory factor analysis, a model was conducted in which four dimensions
were prespecified and set to contain the relevant items from each of the four dimensions of NPFC.
The measurement model fit the data moderately, χ2 (105) = 2365.859, comparative fit
index (CFI) = 0.857, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.821, root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = 0.088, and all item factor loadings were significant (p = .05). The RMSEA had a 90%
confidence interval lower bound of 0.080 and a 90% confidence interval upper bound of 0.097.
See Table 27 for individual item factor loadings from the model run under CFA and see
Table 28 for the factor covariances from said CFA.
Tests of Primary Study Hypotheses: Moderated Multiple Regressions
Hypothesis one was tested through a set of three separate one-step regressions in which the
individual dimensions of NPFC were entered as IVs and each regression had either affective
commitment, work interference with personal life, or personal life interference with work as DV.
This set of regression models also serve as comparator to the regression models in which the IV
was set as the individual set of dimensions of SFC for the purpose of exploratory research
proposition two (i.e., for the comparison of NPFC and SFC main effect sizes in predicting the same
DV).
Hypotheses two and three were tested through two sets of moderated (i.e., hierarchical)
regressions in which the first step introduced both an overall scale score of NPFC as well as either
parental role value (in the case of hypothesis two) or parental role expectation (in the case of
hypothesis three). For the second step within each model, the interaction term of NPFC with either
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parental role value (in the case of hypothesis two) or parental role expectation (in the case of
hypothesis three) was entered to test for significant change in R-squared.
For both of these moderated regressions, the overall NPFC scale score (taken as the mean
of scores on the scale’s four dimensions) was leveraged (i.e., entered into the model) rather than
individual dimension scores.
In other words, in one regression model the introduced interaction term is that of NPFC
and parental role value (testing hypothesis 2, including all three sub-hypotheses), while the other
model tests hypothesis 3 (including all three sub-hypotheses) through the introduction of the
interaction term between parental role expectations and NPFC. Observance of significant
incremental variance accounted for through interaction of a given interaction term (if observed)
was treated as evidence in support of the relevant hypothesis (i.e., hypothesis 2 or hypothesis 3).
Upon observance of significant moderations effects, any given significant moderating effects were
to be visualized by a series of scatterplots displaying the observed relationship between NPFC and
the relevant outcome for participants occupying a specific level of the relevant moderating
variable.
Tests of Primary Study Hypotheses: Hypothesis One (NPFC & Criterion Variables, No
Moderator Variables)
I ran three one-step regression models in which the four dimensions of NPFC were dropped
into the model as the independent variables with each of the three (different model) dependent
variables being affective commitment, work interference with personal life, and personal life
interference with work. This set of regression models served to test study hypothesis one, as well
as serve as a set of comparative models for those run to test exploratory research proposition two.
See Table 16 for full regression details, including unstandardized regression weights for individual
IVs from within both statistically significant and statistically insignificant regression models.
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The model in which NPFC dimensions served as IVs and affective commitment was set as
the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (4, 486) = 6.157, p < .001), where R2 = .048.
For fair access to employee benefits, t = 1.323, p = .186, b = .079. For respect for non-work roles,
t = -.164, p = .87, b = -.009. For fair work opportunities and expectations, t = 2.572, p = .01, b =
.113. For social inclusion, t = 2.532, p = .012, b = .169.
The model in which NPFC dimensions served as IVs and work interference with personal
life was set as the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (4, 486) = 25.638, p < .001),
where R2 = .174. For fair access to employee benefits, t = -2.48, p = .013, b = -.197. For respect
for non-work roles, t = 1.172, p = .242, b = .084. For fair work opportunities and expectations, t =
-9.203, p < .001, b = -.539. For social inclusion, t = 1.188, p = .235, b = .106.
The model in which NPFC dimensions served as IVs and personal life interference with
work was set as the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (4, 486) = 40.518, p < .001),
where R2 = .25. For fair access to employee benefits, t = 1.631, p = .104, b = .114. For respect for
non-work roles, t = 5.4, p < .001, b = .34. For fair work opportunities and expectations, t = -12.327,
p < .001, b = -.632. For social inclusion, t = 1.661, p = .091, b = .13.
In summary, the above analyses conducted under hypothesis one support hypothesis one.
Tests of Primary Study Hypotheses: Hypothesis Two (Moderation of Parental Role Value)
To test hypothesis two entailing the anticipated moderating effect of parental role value on
a relationship between NPFC and outcomes, a set of three hierarchical regression models were
conducted, each of which featured either affective commitment, work interference with personal
life, or personal life interference with work as the DV. In the first step of each model, two variables
were entered as IVs, overall NPFC (i.e., the mean of dimension scores) as well as parental role
value. In the second step of each hierarchical model the interaction term of overall NPFC and
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parental role value was introduced into the model to test for a significant change in r-squared.
Values were centered for both NPFC and parental role value for the sake of this analysis (i.e., for
both the main effects entered into the model as well as the value used for each variable to compute
the relevant interaction term entered into the second step of each model).
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and centered
parental role value served as IVs and affective commitment was set as the dependent variable was
statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 13.305, p < .001), where R2 = .052. For centered NPFC, t =
4.277, p < .001, b = .345. For centered parental role value, t = 2.877, p = .004, b = .1.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
centered parental role value was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .000, ΔF (1, 487) = .117, p =
.733. See Table 17 for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and centered
parental role value served as IVs and work interference with personal life was set as the dependent
variable was statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 26.994, p < .001), where R2 = .100. For centered
NPFC, t = -7.058, p < .001, b = -.797. For centered parental role value, t = 2.054, p = .041, b = .1.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
centered parental role value was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .001, ΔF (1, 487) = .74, p =
.39. See Table 18 for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and centered
parental role value served as IVs and personal life interference with work was set as the dependent
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variable was statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 11.215, p < .001), where R2 = .044. For centered
NPFC, t = -3.747, p < .001, b = -.4. For centered parental role value, t = 2.915, p = .004, b = .134.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
centered parental role value was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .004, ΔF (1, 487) = 2.183, p
= .14. See Table 19 for model results.
In summary, the above analyses conducted under hypothesis two do not support hypothesis
two.
Tests of Primary Study Hypotheses: Hypothesis Three (Moderation of Parental Role
Expectations)
To test hypothesis three entailing the anticipated moderating effect of parental role
expectations on a relationship between NPFC and outcomes, a set of three hierarchical regression
models were conducted, each of which featured either affective commitment, work interference
with personal life, or personal life interference with work as the DV. In the first step of each model,
two variables were entered as IVs, overall NPFC (i.e., the mean of dimension scores) as well as
parental role expectation. In the second step of each hierarchical model the interaction term of
overall NPFC and parental role expectation was introduced into the model to test for a significant
change in r-squared. Values were centered for NPFC for the sake of this analysis (i.e., for both the
main effects entered into the model as well as the value used for each variable to compute the
relevant interaction term entered into the second step of each model). Values for parental role
expectations were not centered because they are ordinal in nature (i.e., three levels of a categorical
variables ordered in a conceptually logical manner as descried earlier in this manuscript).
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and parental
role expectation served as IVs and affective commitment was set as the dependent variable was
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statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 11.058, p < .001), where R2 = .043. For centered NPFC, t =
4.289, p < .001, b = .348. For parental role expectation, t = -1.985, p = .048, b = -.12.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
parental role expectation was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .042, ΔF (1, 487) = 2.149, p
= .143. See Table 20 for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and parental
role expectation served as IVs and work interference with personal life was set as the dependent
variable was statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 24.679, p < .001), where R2 = .092. For centered
NPFC, t = -7.026, p < .001, b = -.796. For parental role expectation, t = .112, p = .911, b = .009.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
parental role expectation was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .003, ΔF (1, 487) = 1.573, p
= .21. See Table 21 for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC and parental
role expectation served as IVs and personal life interference with work was set as the dependent
variable was statistically significant (F (2, 488) = 6.999, p = .001), where R2 = .024. For centered
NPFC, t = -3.704, p < .001, b = -.399. For parental role expectation, t = -.479, p = .632, b = -.038.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
parental role expectation was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant
change in r-squared. For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .022, ΔF (1, 487) = .2, p =
.655. See Table 22 for model results.
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In summary, the above analyses conducted under hypothesis three do not support
hypothesis three.
Exploratory Analysis One: Comparison of Moderation Effect Sizes of Parental Role Value
Versus Parental Role Expectations
Exploratory analysis one was tested by interpreting the moderation effect sizes observed
(both for their statistical significance as well as their magnitude if statistically significant) for the
hierarchical regressions conducted prior to test hypotheses 2 and 3. Specifically, I examined
whether A) both or either moderating effects were significant, and B) if statistical significance is
observed, which of the interaction terms (i.e., moderators) account for more incremental; variance
in the outcomes, affective commitment, work interference with personal life, and personal life
interference with work. As exploratory analysis one states, the anticipated exploratory finding was
that both moderating variables would display a statistically significant moderating effect; however,
parental role values, rather than parental role expectations, was expected to produce a larger effect
size as a moderator.
Notably, no statistically significant moderating effects were observed for hypotheses two
and three within the present study. In other words, neither parental role values nor parental role
expectations produced hypothesized moderating effects on relationships between NPFC and the
outcomes affective commitment, work interference with personal life, and personal life
interference with work.
Within some (but not all) of the six total multiple regression analyses detailed under the
analysis sections for hypothesis two and hypothesis three, the individual effects of parental role
value or parental role expectations respectively were significant within the first step of the relevant
hierarchical regression model.
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Parental role value accounted for a statistically significant amount of (unique) variance (t
= 2.877) in affective commitment within the first step of the relevant model tested under hypothesis
two. Parental role value accounted for a statistically significant amount of (unique) variance (t =
2.054) in work interference with personal life within the first step of the relevant model tested
under hypothesis two. Parental role value accounted for a statistically significant amount of
(unique) variance (t = 2.915) in personal life interference with work within the first step of the
relevant model tested under hypothesis two.
Parental role expectation accounted for a statistically significant amount of (unique)
variance (t = -1.985) in affective commitment within the first step of the relevant model tested
under hypothesis two. Parental role expectation accounted for a statistically insignificant amount
of (unique) variance in work interference with personal life within the first step of the relevant
model tested under hypothesis two. Parental role expectation accounted for a statistically
insignificant amount of (unique) variance in personal life interference with work within the first
step of the relevant model tested under hypothesis two.
Thus, while neither hypothesis two nor three were supported (i.e., no statistically
significant moderating effects was observed as anticipated to either parental role value or parental
role expectation), the above statistically significant step one effects were observed. Parental role
value had a statistically significant effects within the first step of all three models tested under
hypothesis two. In comparison, parental role expectation only produced a statically significant
effect within the model tested under hypothesis three in which the DV was set as affective
comment. Additionally, as is observable within Table 14b, none of the zero-order correlations
between parental role expectations and the DVs within the present study were statistically
significant. In comparison, although the effect sizes were small, as reported in Table 14a

62
statistically significant correlations were observed between parental role value and affective
commitment (r = .13, p = .005 , n = 491) as well as between parental role value and personal life
interference with work (r = .13, p = .004, n = 491).
Given the above observations (especially the lack of apparent relevance of parental role
expectation within tested relationships), the following third exploratory proposition analysis
regarding gender leveraged parental role value, rather than parental role expectation, within the
planned first step of its hierarchical regression in which gender was examined for anticipated
incremental variance in relationships between NPFC and the DVs tested within the present study.
In summary, the above analyses conducted under exploratory research proposition one
provide mixed support for the expected finding that parental role value is of greater relevance
within the context of work among nonparents rather than parental role expectations.
Exploratory Analysis Two: Comparison of Main Effect Sizes of NPFC as Predictor of
Nonparent Outcomes Versus Main Effect Sizes of Singles-Friendly Culture as Predictor of
Nonparent Outcomes
I ran three one-step regression model in which the five dimensions of SFC were dropped
into the model as the independent variables with each of the three (different model) dependent
variables being affective commitment, work interference with personal life, and personal life
interference with work. This set of regression models served to test exploratory research
proposition two (i.e., are meant to be compared to results observed for regression models run to
text study hypothesis one). See Table 23 for full regression details, including unstandardized
regression weights for individual IVs from within both statistically significant and statistically
insignificant regression models.
The model in which SFC dimensions served as IVs and affective commitment was set as
the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (5, 4865 = 25.217, p < .001), where R2 =
.206. For social inclusion, t = 4.797, p < .001, b = .424. For equal work opportunities, t = -.429, p

63
= .668, b = -.034. For equal access to benefits, t = .087, p = .931, b = .008. For respect for nonwork
roles, t = 3.893, p < .001, b = .225. For equal work expectations, t = -4.704, p < .001, b = -.259.
The model in which SFC dimensions served as IVs and work interference with personal
life was set as the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (5, 4865 = 18.867, p < .001),
where R2 = .163. For social inclusion, t = .774, p = .44, b = .101. For equal work opportunities, t
= -3.951, p < .001, b = -.463. For equal access to benefits, t = -1.441, p = .15, b = -.185. For respect
for nonwork roles, t = -2.81, p = .005, b = -.24. For equal work expectations, t = 6.284, p < .001,
b = .51.
The model in which SFC dimensions served as IVs and personal life interference with work
was set as the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (5, 4865 = 10.466, p < .001),
where R2 = .097. For social inclusion, t = -1.012, p = .312, b = -.126. For equal work opportunities,
t = -3.573, p < .001, b = -.399. For equal access to benefits, t = -.383, p = .702, b = -.047. For
respect for nonwork roles, t = .108, p = .914, = .009. For equal work expectations, t = 5.305, p <
.001, b = .41.
In summary, the above analyses conducted under exploratory research proposition two do
not provide support for the anticipated finding that NPFC scores are more strongly related to the
DVs of interest within the present study compared to relationships between SFC and the same
DVs. In general, overall model effects sizes, as well as individual predictor weights within said
regressions models for SFC, were of greater magnitude than those observed under the analyses
conducted for hypothesis one. Additionally, as is observable in Table 14a, the zero-order
correlations between the dimensions of SFC and the three DVs of interest tended to be of notably
greater magnitude than those between NPFC dimensions and the three DVs of interest.
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Exploratory Analysis Three: Additional (i.e., Third) Moderated Multiple Regression Step in
Which Gender is Inspected for Potential Incremental Variance as Moderator of
Relationships Between NPFC & Nonparent Outcomes
Exploratory analysis three was tested through an extension (i.e., modification) of the
regression analyses conducted under hypothesis two. Though similar analyses were planned for
those regression analyses conducted, as explored in greater detail under exploratory analysis one,
parental role expectations showed very little relation to DVs within the present study, and so those
analyses were forgone. In other words, in the exploration of the role of gender within the context
of NPFC and the relevant DVs, only parental role value was included here are potentially relevant
to anticipated relationships.
Thus, the hierarchical regression analyses conducted to test exploratory research
proposition three included the following steps. Three models were run in which affective
commitment, work interference with personal life, and personal life interference work respectively
were dropped in as DV. In the first step of each model centered NPFC, centered parental role
value, and gender were dropped into the model (note that for all analyses male was coded as ‘1’
and female was coded as ‘2’). Within the second step, the interaction term of gender and centered
NPFC was dropped into the model. Under this analysis approach, the observation of a significant
moderating effect of gender within the second step of the model was to be considered evidence in
support of exploratory research proposition three.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC, centered
parental role value, and gender served as IVs and affective commitment was set as the dependent
variable was statistically significant (F (3, 486) = 8.448, p < .001), where R2 = .05. For centered
NPFC, t = 4.016, p < .001, b = .33. For centered parental role value, t = 2.932, p = .004, b = .102.
For gender, t = -.177, p = .86, b = -.018.
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In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
gender was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant change in r-squared.
For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .002, ΔF (1, 485) = .905, p = .342. See Table 24
for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC, centered
parental role value, and gender served as IVs and work interference with personal life was set as
the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (3, 486) = 22.541, p < .001), where R2 =
.117. For centered NPFC, t = -6.533, p < .001, b = -.74. For centered parental role value, t = 2.189,
p = .042, b = .098. For gender, t = 3.787, p < .001, b = .534.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
gender was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant change in r-squared.
For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .004, ΔF (1, 485) = 2.265, p = .133. See Table 25
for model results.
The first step in the hierarchical regression model in which centered NPFC, centered
parental role value, and gender served as IVs and personal life interference with work was set as
the dependent variable was statistically significant (F (3, 486) = 7.841, p < .001), where R2 = .046.
For centered NPFC, t = -3.553, p < .001, b = -.386. For centered parental role value, t = 2.906, p
= .004, b = .134. For gender, t = 1.186, p = .236, b = .16.
In the second step of this hierarchical model, the interaction term of centered NPFC and
gender was entered into the model. The result did not procure a significant change in r-squared.
For this step of the model (i.e., step two), ΔR2= .004, ΔF (1, 485) = 2.166, p = .142. See Table 26
for model results.
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In summary, the above analyses conducted under exploratory research proposition three
did not provide support for the anticipated finding that gender would significantly moderate the
relationships between NPFC and the three DVs of interest, as none of the moderating effects (i.e.,
second steps within each given hierarchical regressions model) produced a significant change in
R-squared.
Reporting of Additional Descriptive Statistics to Inform Future Nonparent and Childfree
Research: Distributions of Parental Expectations and Parental Values.
The present study also reported descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard deviations) of
the distribution of parental role value scores to compare the parental role value of nonparents of
varying levels of parental expectations.
For childfree participants, the mean parental role value was 2.97 (n = 191, SD = 1.16). For
participants open to having one or more children, the mean parental role value was 4.41 (n = 146,
SD = 1.03). For participants planning on having one or more children, the mean parental role value
was 5.29 (n = 154, SD = 0.93). See Figure 5 for a visual depiction (i.e., histogram) of the
distribution of parental role value scores (rounded) for each of the three parental expectation
groups sampled within the present study.
The pattern of the distribution of parental role values observed within the present study as
part of this additional analysis is similar to that seen in the analysis of archival pilot data from Lutz
(2017) detailed in Figure 4 within this paper. In other words, as expected childfree respondents
tend to be the lowest in parental role value, those planning on having children tend to have the
highest parental role value, and those open to having children tend to form the middle of the
spectrum of parental role value scores.
This descriptive analysis provides future researchers with additional understanding
regarding the linkage of parental role values and expectations.
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CHAPTER 4 “GENERAL DISCUSSION”
Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the implications of the results of the present study,
with emphasis on the implications of said findings in terms of contribution to theory, research, and
practice.
Increased Understanding of Large Workforce Population
Given the earlier cited statistic that around 6% of the United States workforce is childfree,
the present study’s anticipated findings, though partially unsupported, suggest that organizations
should pay attention to the needs of their nonparent and childfree employees. Specifically, as was
anticipated (hypothesis one), it appears that nonparents generally face more deleterious outcomes
in organizations lacking in NPFC, thus, organizations should take care to proactively foster NPFC.
This finding replicates those observed by Lutz and colleagues (2018).
Harrington (2009) notes that another Centers for Disease Control Survey from 2014
reported that less than 3% of the U.S. population identified as either gay, lesbian, or bisexual
(Ward, Dalhamer, Galinsky, & Joestl, 2014). Although the size of a group should not matter in
terms of researcher’s and practitioner’s focus on the experiences and outcomes of a given group,
this comparison indicates the childfree group is larger than another demographic group (i.e., LGBT
individuals) that has been a (logical/needed) focus of research in the field industrial and
organizational psychology over the last decade (Galupo & Resnick, 2016). As a result, I implore
future researchers to further explore the experiences of nonparent workers.
Future researchers may continue this line of research into the working experiences of
nonparents by investigating the possibility of differences in experiences/outcomes among
nonparents in intersectional groups missed within the (limited) scope of the present study. For
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example, the present study did not sample married nonparents, nor did it investigate the possibility
that the intersection of race/ethnicity and parental status may also explain some amount of variance
in relevant outcomes (e.g., those investigated with the present study). I posit that, in particular, one
additional intersectional variable (e.g., moderator) that future researchers should explore in the
context of workplace nonparenthood is that of age. Specifically, I posit the possibility that
nonparent (and especially childfree) workers who are around or older than 30 years of age are
more likely to face interpersonal stigmatization/discrimination due to their social identity as a
nonparent. For example, it may be that nonparent women in the workplace are pressured to have
children more often and/or aggressively at around 30 years of age, compared to around 20 years
of age, as those childfree women around 20 years of age may be seen (via stereotyping) as likely
to change their mind in favor of parenthood as they approach 30 years of age (Harrington, 2019).
Indeed, perhaps the present study’s controlling for (rather than a choice to treat as a focal and/or
moderator variable) age may explain the (somewhat surprising) non-significant status of gender as
a moderator within the models tested within the present study.
Informing Future Research Regarding Intersectionality and Measurement in Organizations
It was not observed that, as anticipated, that the Lutz and colleagues’ (2018) measure of
NPFC would be more strongly related to worker outcomes among nonparent workers compared to
Casper and colleagues’ (2007) measure of singles-friendly organizational culture. Thus, if the
larger number of items within the SFC measure (2007) is acceptable for use by a given
organization, said organization may wish to leverage it over the measure of NPFC developed by
Lutz and colleagues (2018). Notably, within the present study, SFC produced higher reliabilities
across its dimensions compared to those of NPFC. This may be due to the greater number of items
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within most dimensions of SFC compared to NPFC. See Table 1 (NPFC) and Table 8 (SFC) for a
full list of items from each scale.
Additionally, given that NPFC did not produce greater effect sizes compared to SFC, the
present study does not provide support as anticipated that research around the friendliness of other
organizational climates may arrange a similar measurement and conceptual framework. For
example, such a finding (if observed, which was not the case within the present study) would
suggest that measures of the extent to which an organization is friendly toward LGBT employees
should not cross their definition (i.e., double-barrel) with another social characteristic (e.g.,
relationship status).
If anticipated findings had been observed regarding the comparative effect sizes of SFC
versus NPFC, it would have suggested that discrete measurement of distinct social categories is
most appropriate both conceptually and statistically (i.e., in terms of effect size, as described
earlier) for measurement of the friendliness of organizational climates toward distinct social
groups.
Future research should continue to explore this possibility. For example, such work might
examine the friendliness of the organization toward other intersectional and individual social
groups. In doing so, future research would build upon this work by designing and examining a
multi-characteristic measure of organizational friendliness. Specifically, such a measure may hold
separate higher-order dimensions which capture the friendliness of the organization toward a
particular social group. Said higher-order dimensions may then contain subdimensions similar to
those of NPFC that capture more detailed information about the experiences of each social group.
Such a measure would allow nuanced research and organizational measurement of distinct social
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groups, particularly in situations in which the intersectionality of workers is of interest to the
researcher(s) or practitioner(s).
Strong Theory: Triangulation, Replication, and Refinement
Given that hypothesis one was supported, the present study provides a replication and
expansion of prior conducted work (e.g., Lutz, 2017). Researchers in organizational psychology
and psychology more broadly have called for the sequential testing of hypotheses to explore and
continuously revise theory. Doing so allows researchers to derive increasingly strong inferences
from a stream of investigations (Platt, 1970).

Even different studies investigating similar

phenomena generally beget results with some degree of difference from one another. This is due,
at least in part, to small differences in characteristics of studies such as sample characteristics and
measurement approach (Nieminen, Nicklin, McClure, & Chakrabarti, 2011).
The present study replicated past work (i.e., Lutz, 2017) by similarly investigating
relationships between NPFC perceptions among nonparents and worker outcomes. First, it
expanded on past research by proposing an integrative theory of nonparent-friendly organizational
climate. Second, the present study extended past research by testing for the moderating impact of
both parental role value and expectations (i.e., childfree status) on anticipated relationships (though
these anticipated effects were notably not observed). Third, it expanded past research by examining
the presence (or lack of) evidence for divergent validity of NPFC by comparing it to Casper and
colleagues’ (2007) measure of singles-friendly work culture (an analysis which is explored through
the lens of intersectionality theory).
This study also expanded on past research by triangulating qualitative findings suggesting
that nonparents and childfree individuals face unique workplace experiences. Triangulation refers
the investigation of similar phenomena (in this case nonparent and childfree work experiences)
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across studies using varied methods (Bachiochi & Weiner, 2008). Of particular value to the
organizational sciences is the triangulation of qualitative and quantitative research in which
qualitative research is leveraged to uncover nuances in the experiences of workers possibly
unknown to researchers and/or currently theory. Subsequently, quantitative research may be
leveraged to inspect for various characteristics of the phenomena uncovered via inductive and/or
qualitative research (Bachiochi & Weiner, 2008). Past qualitative research has done much to
elucidate nonparent work experiences. For example Lutz and colleagues (2017) conducted an
inductive analysis of childfree individuals comments regarding their workplace experiences. They
reported that childfree individuals noted differential workplace treatment as a result of their
childfree status. Examples of differential treatment including inadequate respect for non-work
roles and pressure from colleagues to have children.
The present study triangulated this research by examining the extent to which those
inductively viewed experiences, here measured, and defined quantitatively via NPFC, are related
to outcomes among childfree individuals. Though the anticipated moderating role of childfree
status on relationships between NPFC and outcomes among nonparent workers was not observed,
the present study provides a novel investigation of the potential for said moderating role as a
quantitative triangulation Lutz and colleagues (2017) inductive themes.
Most notably, the present study strengthens inferences within the domain of research
regarding nonparent work experiences by moving research away from usage of categorical (and
often dichotomous) conceptualizations of parenthood (and a lack thereof) toward a more nuanced
conceptualization and measurement of nonparenthood as well as the role of intersectionality within
organizational theory (Harrington, 2019; Ospina & Foldy, 2009).
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APPENDIX A

Figure 1: Conceptual model of childfree status
Neg. = Statistically negative relationship anticipated
Pos. = Statistically positive relationship anticipated
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Figure 2: Proposed model of relationships (parental role value): Includes theoretical mechanism
callouts
Neg. = Statistically negative relationship anticipated
Pos. = Statistically positive relationship anticipated
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Figure 3: Proposed model of relationships (childfree status): Includes theoretical mechanism
callouts
Neg. = Statistically negative relationship anticipated
Pos. = Statistically positive relationship anticipated
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Figure 4: Archival data pilot analysis: Distribution of parental role value scores among sample of
childless worker participants surveyed by Lutz (2017)
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APPENDIX B
Table 1
Nonparent-friendly organizational climate: Lutz et al., 2018
Item
Dimension
Item
Number
Management is supportive of benefits that are desirable for
1
1
childless employees.
1

2

Benefits appeal to employees without children.

1

3

Childless employees have adequate access to benefits.

1

4

There are benefits that are useful to employees without kids.

2

5

2

6

2

7

3

8

3

9

3

10

3

11

4

12

4

13

People feel that the most valid excuse to miss work is to take
care of one's children.
People think that children are the most important reason to get
time-off from work.
Employees feel that tending to children is the most important
reason for flexible scheduling.
Employees without kids have to carry more of the workload
than others.
Employees without kids have to put in more effort than parents.
My supervisor tends to favor parents when making promotion
decisions.
Parents are given more access to opportunities for professional
development than are employees without children.
Social events are fun for childless employees.

Company get-togethers are inviting for childless employees.
Employees without children typically attend social events with
4
14
their coworkers.
People consider the preferences of childless employees when
4
15
planning social events.
1 = Fair Access to Employee Benefits, 2 = Respect for Non-Work Roles, 3 = Fair Work
Opportunities & Expectations, 4 = Social Inclusion.
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Table 2
Work interference with personal life subscale: Fisher et al., 2009
Item Number

Item

1

I come home from work too tired to do things I would like to do.

2

My job makes it difficult to maintain the kind of personal life I would like.

3

I often neglect my personal needs because of the demands of my work.

4

My personal life suffers because of my work.
I have to miss out on important personal activities due to the amount of time
I spend doing work.

5
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Table 3
Personal life interference with work subscale: Fisher et al., 2009
Item
My personal life drains me of the energy I need to do my job.
My work suffers because of everything going on in my personal life.
I would devote more time to work if it weren’t for everything I have going on in my personal
life.
I am too tired to be effective at work because of things I have going on in my personal life.
When I’m at work, I worry about things I need to do outside work.
I have difficulty getting my work done because I am preoccupied with personal matters at
work.
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Table 4
Affective commitment subscale: Allen & Meyer, 1990
Item
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
I really feel as if this organization' problems are my own.
I think that I could easily become attached to another organization as I am to this one [reversed
item]
I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization. [reversed item]
I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization. [reversed item]
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. [reversed item]
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Table 5
Parental role value subscale: Amatea et al., 1986
Item
Although parenthood requires many sacrifices, the love and enjoyment of children of one's
own are worth it all.
If I chose not to have children, I would regret it.
It is important to me to feel I will be an effective parent.
The whole idea of having children and raising them is not attractive to me. [reversed]
My life would be empty if I never had children.
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Table 6
Childfree status response options: Prompt is “Which choice below best reflects your
position on the idea of having one or more children (either biological or adopted) at any
point during your lifetime?”
Response Option
Description
and/or Action

Option
ID

Response Options

Minimum
childfree status
(i.e., 1)

Although I am not currently expecting a child (either
biological or adopted), I am planning on having one or
more.
I am not currently expecting or planning on having a child
(either biological or adopted), but I am open to the idea of
having one or more.

A

Middle childfree
status (i.e., 2)

B

Maximum
childfree status
(i.e., 3)

C

I never want to have any children (either biological or
adopted) in my lifetime.

Excluded from
study

D

I am currently expecting a child (either biological or
adopted).

Excluded from
study

E

Someone else is currently expecting a child (either
biological or adopted) to which I will be a parent.

Excluded from
study

F

Other
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Table 7
Relationship status response options: Prompt is “Which choice below best reflects your
current relationship status?”
Response Option
Description
and/or Action

Option
ID

Included in study

A

I am currently single, and I have never been married.

Included in study

B

I am currently in a closed relationship, and I have never been
married.

Included in study

C

I am currently in an open (e.g., poly-amorous) relationship, and
I have never been married.

Included in study

D

I am currently engaged to be married.

Excluded from
study

E

I am currently married.

Included in study

F

I am currently unmarried, but completed a divorce in the past.

Excluded from
study

G

I am currently in the process of a divorce.

Excluded from
study

H

Other

Response Options
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Table 8
Singles-friendly organizational culture: Casper and colleagues (2007).
Item
Dimension
Item
Number
1

1

My supervisor encourages single and married employees equally
to attend company-sponsored social events.

2

1

My supervisor plans social events for our work group that are
appropriate for both single employees and those with families.

3

1

My supervisor believes that work-related social gatherings should
be appealing to both single and married employees.

4

1

My supervisor believes that work-related social events should
include all work group members, regardless of family status.

5

1

My supervisor supports hosting work-related social events that
include employees both with and without children.

6

1

My organization considers the preferences of both single and
married employees when planning social events.

7

1

My organization considers the preferences of both parents and
childless employees when planning social events.

8

1

My organization supports hosting formal social events that cater to
employees both with and without children.

9

1

My organization considers the fact that single employees might
enjoy different social events than workers with families when
planning company gatherings.

10

1

My organization is aware that different social events may appeal
to employees who are parents and those without children.

11

1

Social events in this organization are equally fun for single
employees and those with families.

12

1

My organization ensures that company social events will be of
interest to both married and single workers, with and without
families.

13

1

In my organization, employees with and without children are
equally likely to attend work-related social events.
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14

1

My coworkers feel that company social events should be fun for
both single and married employees.

15

1

Single and non-single employees in my organization are just as
likely to attend work-related social events.

16

1

Employees with and without children are equally welcome at
social gatherings hosted by my coworkers.

17

1

My coworkers acknowledge that hosting social events that appeal
to both parent and non-parent employees is important.

18

2

My supervisor provides equal work opportunities for employees
with children and those employees without children.

19

2

I don’t feel that my supervisor uses family status when making
promotion decisions.

20

2

Family status does not determine what work opportunities are
offered to an employee in my organization.

21

2

I don’t feel that my organization uses family status when making
decisions regarding promotions.

22

2

My organization provides equal work opportunities for single and
married employees.

23

2

My organization provides equal work opportunities for employees
with children and those employees without children.

24

2

In my organization, there are equal opportunities available for
employee advancement, irrespective of employee family status.

25

3

My organization provides benefits that are relevant for single and
non-single employees.

26

3

My organization is supportive of having benefits that are desirable
for single employees.

27

3

All employees receive the same level of employee benefits,
irrespective of family status.
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28

3

Single employees and employees with families have equal access
to employee benefits in this organization.

29

3

The benefits provided by my organization are desirable to both
single employees and those with children.

30

3

My supervisor is supportive of having benefits that appeal to both
single and non-single employees.

31

3

The benefits that are offered by my organization are equally useful
to a married employee with children and a single employee.

32

4

My supervisor treats all employees’ requests for time off the same,
regardless of why the employee wants the time off.

33

4

34

4

35

5

My supervisor makes work assignments without considering an
employee’s family situation.

36

5

My supervisor makes decisions about who will travel for business
without considering employee family status.

37

5

In my organization, work assignments are made without
considering family status.

38

5

The amount of overtime employees in my organization are
expected to work is not influenced by family status.

39

5

My marital status does not influence the number of hours I am
expected to work in my organization.

40

5

My coworkers believe that employee family status should not be
considered when making work assignments.

41

5

Work assignments in my organization are made without
considering employees' family situations.

My organization’s policy requires all employees’ request for time
off be treated the same, regardless of why the employee requests
time off.
Workers in my organization are equally understanding when
single employees are away from work for personal reasons as
when employees with families are away for family reasons.

1 = Social Inclusion, 2 = Equal Work Opportunities, 3 = Equal Access to Benefits, 4 = Respect
for Nonwork Roles, 5 = Equal Work Expectations.
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APPENDIX C
Table 9
Factor loadings from Lutz & colleagues’ (2018) revision of the NPFC measure
Item
Number

Fair Access to
Employee benefits

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

.749
.855
.840
.826

Respect for NonWork Roles

Fair Work
Opportunities &
Expectations

Social Inclusion

-.919
-.888
-.725
.722
.780
.811
.930
.749
.723
.742
.795

87
Table 10
All variables from Lutz & colleagues’ (2018) revision of the NPFC measure, with means, SDs,
and reliability coefficients
Variable
M SD α
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Fair Access to
Employee 5.03 1.09 0.86
Benefits
Respect for
Non-Work 3.18 1.45 0.86
Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities
4.37 1.53 0.91
&
Expectations
Social
Inclusion

p
r

.132

p

.051

r

.390

.541

p

.000

.000

r

.457

.175

.236

p

.000

.009

.003

r

-.109 -.135 -.228 -.180

p

.109

.046

.001

.008

r

.325

.258

.342

.406

-.543

p

.000

.000

.000

.000

.00

r

-.228 -.243 -.328 -.132

.724

-.419

p

.001

.000

.000

4.64 1.13 0.79

Work-Related
4.28 1.25 0.90
Burnout
Affective
3.89 1.72 0.96
Commitment

WPLI

r

3.95 1.51 0.93
.000

.000

.051
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Table 11
Multiple regression analyses from Lutz & colleagues’ (2018), in each of which the four
dimensions of NPFC predict one outcome among childless workers
Regression Models
t
p
b
F
df
p
Work-Related Burnout
Overall Model
4.036 4, 218 .004
Fair Access to Employee Benefits

.519

.605

.041

Respect for Non-Work Roles
Fair Work Opportunities &
Expectations
Social Inclusion
Affective Commitment
Overall Model

-.019

.985

-.001

-2.453

.015

-.208

-2.002

.047

-150
16.992 4, 218 < .001

Fair Access to Employee Benefits

1.485

.139

.106

Respect for Non-Work Roles
Fair Work Opportunities &
Expectations
Social Inclusion
Work Interference with Personal
Life
Overall Model

1.332

.184

.095

2.327

.021

.178

4.419

.000

.298

Fair Access to Employee Benefits

-1.641

.102

-.126

Respect for Non-Work Roles
Fair Work Opportunities &
Expectations
Social Inclusion
N = 219.

-1.385

.168

-.106

-2.684

.008

-.220

-.050

.960

-.004

7.80

4, 218 < .001

R

2

.070

.241

.127
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APPENDIX D
Table 12
Skewness and kurtosis of 13 variables of interest
Variable

Skewness

Std. Error of
Skewness

Skewness
z-score

Kurtosis

Std.
Error of
Kurtosis

Kurtosis
z-score

Affective Commitment

-0.133

0.11

-1.209

-0.181

0.22

-0.823

Work Interference with
Personal Life

0.034

0.11

0.309

-1.117

0.22

-5.077

Personal Life
Interference with Work

0.525

0.11

4.773

-0.728

0.22

-3.309

Parental Role Value

-0.17

0.11

-1.545

-0.665

0.22

-3.023

NPFC: Fair Access to
Employee Benefits

-0.074

0.11

-0.673

-0.27

0.22

-1.227

NPFC: Respect for NonWork Roles

0.392

0.11

3.564

-0.312

0.22

-1.418

NPFC: Social Inclusion

0.022

0.11

0.200

-0.066

0.22

-0.300

NPFC: Fair Work
Opportunities
Expectations

-0.026

0.11

-0.236

-0.508

0.22

-2.309

SFC: Social Inclusion

-0.099

0.11

-0.900

-0.588

0.22

-2.673

SFC: Equal Work
Opportunities

-0.382

0.11

-3.473

-0.386

0.22

-1.755

SFC: Equal Access to
Benefits

-0.283

0.11

-2.573

0.516

0.22

-2.345

SFC: Respect for
Nonwork Roles

-0.482

0.11

-4.382

0.418

0.22

-1.900

SFC: Equal Work
Expectations

-0.109

0.11

-0.991

-0.54

0.22

-2.455
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Table 13
Sample characteristics: Childfree Status, Gender, Race / Ethnicity, and Sexual Orientation

Variable

Childfree Status

Gender

Race / Ethnicity

Sexual Orientation

Value

Count

Childfree

191

Percentage
of Final
Sample
(within
Variable)
38.90%

Open to Having

146

29.74%

Planning on Having

154

31.37%

Female

209

42.57%

Male

281

57.23%

Other

1

0.20%

American Indian or Alaska Native

3

0.61%

Asian

63

12.83%

Black or African American - Hispanic

2

0.41%

Black or African American - Not Hispanic

55

11.20%

Hispanic/Latino

18

3.67%

International

1

0.20%

Multiple Race/Ethnicity Options Selected

22

4.48%

Prefer not to disclose

10

2.04%

White - Hispanic

18

3.67%

White - Not Hispanic

299

60.90%

Bisexual

51

10%

Gay/Lesbian

21

4%

Heterosexual

401

82%

Other

10

2%

Prefer not to say

8

2%
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Table 14a
Correlations between study variables (with exception of parental role expectation)
Variable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Parental Role r
1
Value
p
NPFC: Fair
r .038
Access to
2
Employee
p .398
Benefits
NPFC: Respect r -.044 -.15
3
for Non-Work
p .334 .001
Roles
NPFC: Fair
r -.059 -.054 .47
Work
4
Opportunities p .189 .232 .000
Expectations
.56
-.2
-.048
NPFC: Social r .1
5
Inclusion
p .031 .000 .000 .284
.46
-.1
.15
.5
r .18
SFC: Social
6
Inclusion
p .000 .000 .022 .001 .000
SFC: Equal
.39
.031
.33
.33
.69
r .09
7
Work
.037
.000
.495
.000
.000
.000
Opportunities p
SFC: Equal
.54
-.024 .24
.43
.8
.76
r .12
8
Access to
p .006 .000 .597 .000 .000 .000 .000
Benefits
SFC: Respect r .21
.39
.068
.22
.34
.64
.7
.69
9
for Nonwork
p .000 .000 .130 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Roles
SFC: Equal
.32
-.007 .084
.27
.35
.58
.4
.54
r .12
10
Work
p .010 .000 .871 .062 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Expectations
.14
.015
.11
.17
.39
.24
.33
.31
-.006
r .13
Affective
11
Commitment p .005 .002 .735 .011 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .895
Personal Life r .13
.12
-.042 -.44
.1
-.19
-.18
-.18
-.1
.1
12
Interference
p .004 .010 .357 .000 .026 .000 .000 .000 .025 .033
with Work
Work
.000
-.24
-.28
-.29
-.26
.037
r .088 -.075 -.14 -.4
Interference
13
with Personal p .052 .097 .002 .000 .992 .000 .000 .000 .000 .416
Life
N = 491. Significant correlations are bolded and underlined (2-tailed).

11

12

-.11
.017
-.34

.56

.000

.000
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Table 14b
Additional correlations between study variables (parental role expectation)
Variable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

Parental Role Expectation
r

0.047

p

0.298

r

0.004

p

0.930

r

-0.014

p

0.764

r

-0.002

p

0.963

r

-0.048

p

0.289

r

-0.037

p

0.417

r

-0.040

p

0.371

r

-0.101

p

0.025

r

-0.045

p

0.321

r

-0.085

p

0.059

r

-0.024

p

0.602

r

0.001

p

0.985

NPFC: Fair Access to Employee Benefits

NPFC: Respect for Non Work Roles

NPFC: Fair Work Opportunities Expectations

NPFC: Social Inclusion

SFC: Social Inclusion

SFC: Equal Work Opportunities

SFC: Equal Access to Benefits

SFC: Respect for Nonwork Roles

SFC: Equal Work Expectations

Affective Commitment

Personal Life Interference with Work

Work Interference with Personal Life

N = 491. Significant correlations are bolded and underlined (2-tailed).
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Table 15
Means, SDs, and alphas for continuous study variables
Variable

M

SD

α

1

Parental Role Value

4.13

1.44

0.851

2

NPFC: Fair Access to Employee Benefits

4.78

1.02

0.758

3

NPFC: Respect for Non-Work Roles

2.97

1.08

0.728

4

NPFC: Fair Work Opportunities Expectations

4.04

1.31

0.814

5

NPFC: Social Inclusion

4.78

0.92

0.603

6

SFC: Social Inclusion

5.27

0.90

0.946

7

SFC: Equal Work Opportunities

5.26

1.04

0.897

8

SFC: Equal Access to Benefits

5.27

1.02

0.900

9

SFC: Respect for Nonwork Roles

5.10

1.25

0.805

10

SFC: Equal Work Expectations

4.65

1.07

0.818

11

Affective Commitment

4.27

1.14

0.851

12

Personal Life Interference with Work

3.05

1.50

0.940

13

Work Interference with Personal Life

3.71

1.63

0.951

N = 491.
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Table 16
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis one (NPFC)
Regression Models
t
p
b
F
H1: Affective
Commitment
Overall Model
Fair Access to
Employee Benefits
Respect for NonWork Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities and
Expectations
Social Inclusion
H1: Work
Interference with
Personal Life
Overall Model
Fair Access to
Employee Benefits
Respect for NonWork Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities and
Expectations
Social Inclusion
H1: Personal Life
Interference with
Work
Overall Model
Fair Access to
Employee Benefits
Respect for NonWork Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities and
Expectations
Social Inclusion
N = 491.

1.323

0.186

0.079

-0.164

0.87

-0.009

2.572

0.01

0.113

2.532

0.012

0.169

-2.48

0.013

-0.197

1.172

0.242

0.084

-9.203

< .001

-0.539

1.188

0.235

0.106

1.631

0.104

0.114

5.4

< .001

0.34

-12.327

< .001

-0.632

1.661

0.091

0.13

df

p

R2

6.157

4, 486

< .001

0.048

25.638

4, 486

< .001

0.174

40.518

4, 486

< .001

0.25
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Table 17
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis two (Parental role value as moderator, affective
commitment as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
13.305

2, 488

< .001

t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

4.277

< .001

0.345

Parental
Role Value
(Centered)

2.877

0.004

0.1

F

df

p (overall
model)

8.893

3, 487

< .001

t

p

b

4.25

< .001

0.351

2.883

0.004

0.101

0.342

0.733

0.018

Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
NPFC
(Centered)
X Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
N = 491.

0.052

R2

ΔF

0.052 0.117

df

p
(ΔR2)

ΔR2

1, 487

0.733

0.000
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Table 18
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis two (Parental role value as moderator, WIPL as
DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
26.994

2, 488

< .001

t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-7.058

< .001

-0.797

Parental Role
Value
(Centered)

2.054

0.041

0.1

F

df

p (overall
model)

18.233

3, 487

< .001

t

p

b

-7.08

< .001

-0.817

2.027

0.043

0.099

-0.86

0.39

-0.064

Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental Role
Value
(Centered)
NPFC
(Centered) X
Parental Role
Value
(Centered)
N = 491.

0.100

R2

ΔF

0.101 0.74

df

p
(ΔR2)

ΔR2

1, 487

0.39

0.001
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Table 19
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis two (Parental role value as moderator, PLIW as
DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
11.215 2, 488
< .001
0.044
t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-3.747

< .001

-0.4

Parental
Role Value
(Centered)

2.915

0.004

0.134

F

df

8.246

3, 487

p (overall
model)
< .001

t

p

b

-3.978

< .001

-0.434

2.875

0.004

0.132

-1.477

0.14

-0.104

Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
NPFC
(Centered) X
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
N = 491.

R2

ΔF

0.048 2.183

df
1, 487

p
(ΔR2)
0.14

ΔR2
0.004
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Table 20
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis three (Parental role expectation as
moderator, affective commitment as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
11.058 2, 488
< .001
0.043
t

p

b

4.289

< .001

0.348

-1.985

0.048

-0.12

F

df

8.106

3, 487

p (overall
model)
< .001

t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

2.916

0.004

0.654

Parental
Role
Expectation

-1.977

0.049

-0.119

NPFC
(Centered)
X Parental
Role
Expectation

-1.466

0.143

-0.143

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role
Expectation
Step Two

N = 491.

R2

ΔF

0.042 2.149

df
1, 487

p
(ΔR2)
0.143

ΔR2
0.004
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Table 21
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis three (Parental role expectation as moderator,
WIPL as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
24.679 2, 488
< .001
0.092
t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-7.026

<.001

-0.796

Parental
Role
Expectation

0.112

0.911

0.009

F

df

16.996

3, 487

p (overall
model)
< .001

t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-3.706

<.001

-1.164

Parental
Role
Expectation

0.102

0.918

0.009

NPFC
(Centered)
X Parental
Role
Expectation

1.254

0.21

0.171

Step Two

N = 491.

R2

ΔF

0.095 1.573

df
1, 487

p
(ΔR2)
0.21

ΔR2
0.003
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Table 22
Multiple regression analyses: Hypothesis three (Parental role expectation as moderator,
PLIW as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
6.999 2, 488
0.001
0.024
t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-3.704

<.001

-0.399

Parental Role
Expectation

-0.479

0.632

-0.038

F

df

4.725

3, 487

p (overall
model)
0.003

t

p

b

NPFC
(Centered)

-1.752

0.08

-0.523

Parental Role
Expectation

-0.482

0.63

-0.039

0.447

0.655

0.058

Step Two

NPFC
(Centered) X
Parental Role
Expectation
N = 491.

R2

ΔF

df

0.022

0.2

1, 487

p
(ΔR2)
0.655

ΔR2
0.000
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Table 23
Multiple regression analyses: Exploratory analysis two (SFC)
Regression Models
t
p
b
F
df
H1: Affective
Commitment
Overall Model
25.217 5, 485
Social Inclusion
4.797 < .001 0.424
Equal Work
-0.429 0.668 -0.034
Opportunities
Equal Access to
0.087
0.931
0.008
Benefits
Respect for
3.893 < .001 0.225
Nonwork Roles
Equal Work
-4.704 < .001 -0.259
Expectations
H1: Work
Interference with
Personal Life
Overall Model
18.867 5, 485
Social Inclusion
0.774
0.44
0.101
Equal Work
-3.951 < .001 -0.463
Opportunities
Equal Access to
-1.441
0.15
-0.185
Benefits
Respect for
-2.81
0.005
-0.24
Nonwork Roles
Equal Work
6.284 < .001
0.51
Expectations
H1: Personal Life
Interference with
Work
Overall Model
10.466 5, 485
Social Inclusion
-1.012 0.312 -0.126
Equal Work
-3.573 < .001 -0.399
Opportunities
Equal Access to
-0.383 0.702 -0.047
Benefits
Respect for
0.108
0.914
0.009
Nonwork Roles
Equal Work
5.305 < .001
0.41
Expectations
N = 491.

p

R2

< .001

0.206

< .001

0.163

< .001

0.097
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Table 24
Multiple regression analyses: Exploratory research proposition three (Gender as moderator,
affective commitment as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
8.448
3, 486
< .001
0.05

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
Gender
Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
Gender
NPFC
(Centered) X
Gender
N = 490.

t

p

b

4.016

< .001

0.33

2.932

0.004

0.102

-0.177

0.86

F

df

-0.018
p (overall
model)

6.561

4, 485

< .001

t

p

b

0.415

0.678

0.104

2.812

0.005

0.099

-0.134

0.893

-0.014

0.951

0.342

0.159

R2

ΔF

0.051 0.905

df

p
(ΔR2)

ΔR2

1, 485

0.342

0.002
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Table 25
Multiple regression analyses: Exploratory research proposition three (Gender as moderator,
WIPL as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
22.541 3, 486
< .001
0.117
NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
Gender
Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental
Role Value
(Centered)
Gender
NPFC
(Centered) X
Gender
N = 490.

t

p

b

-6.533

< .001

-0.74

2.035

0.042

0.098

3.787

< .001

F

df

17.516

4, 485

0.534
p (overall
model)
< .001

t

p

b

-0.719

0.473

-0.248

2.189

0.029

0.106

3.721

< .001

0.525

-1.505

0.133

-0.348

R2

ΔF

0.119 2.265

df
1, 485

p
(ΔR2)
0.133

ΔR2
0.004
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Table 26
Multiple regression analyses: Exploratory research proposition three (Gender as moderator,
PLIW as DV)
p (overall
F
df
R2
model)
Step One
7.841
3, 486
< .001
0.046
NPFC
(Centered)
Parental Role
Value
(Centered)
Gender
Step Two

NPFC
(Centered)
Parental Role
Value
(Centered)
Gender
NPFC
(Centered) X
Gender
N = 490.

t

p

b

-3.553

< .001

-0.386

2.906

0.004

0.134

1.186

0.236

F

df

6.437

4, 485

0.16
p (overall
model)
< .001

t

p

b

-2.555

0.011

-0.846

2.733

0.007

0.127

1.252

0.211

0.169

1.472

0.142

0.326

R2

ΔF

df

0.05

2.166

1, 485

p
(ΔR2)
0.142

ΔR2
0.004
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Table 27
Factor loadings: NPFC confirmatory factor analysis
95%
Confidence
Interval
Factor

Indicator

Management is supportive
of benefits that are
desirable for childless
employees.
Benefits appeal to
Fair Access employees without
to Employee children.
Benefits
Childless employees have
adequate access to
benefits.
There are benefits that are
useful to employees
without kids.
People feel that the most
valid excuse to miss work
is to take care of one's
children.
People think that children
Respect for
are the most important
Non-Work
reason to get time-off from
Roles
work.
Employees feel that
tending to children is the
most important reason for
flexible scheduling.
Employees without kids
have to carry more of the
workload than others.
Employees without kids
have to put in more effort
Fair Work
Opportunities than parents.
&
My supervisor tends to
Expectations favor parents when making
promotion decisions.
Parents are given more
access to opportunities for
professional development

Estimate

Std.
Error

zvalue

p

Lower Upper

0.966

0.059 16.372 < .001

0.851

1.082

0.914

0.057 16.149 < .001

0.803

1.025

0.821

0.059 13.842 < .001

0.704

0.937

0.861

0.066 13.091 < .001

0.732

0.99

1.037

0.062 16.726 < .001

0.916

1.159

0.924

0.065 14.287 < .001

0.797

1.051

0.833

0.058 14.284 < .001

0.719

0.948

1.313

0.067 19.474 < .001

1.181

1.446

1.32

0.069 19.227 < .001

1.185

1.454

0.99

0.071 13.962 < .001

0.851

1.129

1.056

0.069 15.249 < .001

0.92

1.192
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Social
Inclusion

N = 491.

than are employees without
children.
Social events are fun for
childless employees.
Company get-togethers are
inviting for childless
employees.
Employees without
children typically attend
social events with their
coworkers.
People consider the
preferences of childless
employees when planning
social events.

0.854

0.059 14.517 < .001

0.739

0.97

0.728

0.069 10.564 < .001

0.593

0.863

0.744

0.058 12.892 < .001

0.631

0.857

0.468

0.781

0.624

0.08

7.841 < .001
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Table 28
Factor covariances: NPFC confirmatory factor analysis
95%
Confidence
Interval

Fair Access to
Employee
Benefits
Fair Access to
Employee
Benefits
Fair Access to
Employee
Benefits
Respect for
Non-Work
Roles
Respect for
Non-Work
Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities
& Expectations
N = 491.

↔
↔

Respect for
Non-Work
Roles
Fair Work
Opportunities
& Expectations

Estimate

Std.
Error

zvalue

p

-0.17

0.058

-2.917

0.004

-0.29

-0.06

-0.067

0.056

-1.185

0.236

-0.18

0.044

Lower Upper

↔

Social
Inclusion

0.72

0.042

17.126 < .001

0.638

0.803

↔

Fair Work
Opportunities
& Expectations

0.614

0.042

14.711 < .001

0.532

0.695

↔

Social
Inclusion

-0.291

0.06

-4.832 < .001

-0.41

-0.17

↔

Social
Inclusion

-0.026

0.06

-0.439

-0.14

0.092

0.661
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Figure 5: Replication of archival data pilot analysis based on data from Lutz (2017) using data
from present study: Distribution of parental role value scores among sample of childless worker
participants surveyed within present study.
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First, the present study entails a theoretically guided examination of relationships between
nonparent-friendly organizational climate (NPFC) and important outcomes among nonparent
workers. Second, the present study explores the role of social-identity theory in understanding
nonparent work experiences by examining and comparing the function (i.e., moderation effect
sizes) of parental role values and parental expectations (i.e., childfree status) on relationships
between NPFC and outcomes including affective commitment. Third, the present study compares
the relevance of NPFC and singles-friendly culture in the prediction of outcomes among nonparent
workers. Lastly, the present study examines the potential role of intersectionality of nonparental
role and gender in anticipated relationships between NPFC and outcomes among nonparents. In
the process, the present study replicates and expands on past research aimed at elucidating the
nuances of what it means to be a nonparent at work. Results may inform how researchers and
practitioners engage with and operationalize social identities in the workplace, whether social
identities moderate (i.e., magnify) important outcomes for workers, and whether NPFC (compared
to a measure of singles-friendly organizational culture) is a more appropriate measure of the
friendliness of the workplace for nonparents.
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